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THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
USING RESEARCH KNOWLEDGE TO IMPROVE TEACHER ED JCATION
FINAL REPORT--NOVEMBER, 1988

I.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND_EVOLUTION
Project Purpose

The Catholic University of America in collaboration
with the District of Columbia Public Schools, The Montgome
County Public Schools, The Archdiocese of Washington Schools,
and The Sidwell Friends School began work on a teacher
education improvement project supported by OERI/NIE on
October 1, 1986. The aim of this project was to improve the
process of teacher preparation by helping elementary educa-
tion students become more reflective about their work, better
able to use ~rofessional knowledge to improve their teaching,
and to become more self directed.

Pigj 1

The specific goals of the improvement project were:

--to f_acilit_ate students’ transfer of learning from the
university t¢ the classroom (ie., link theory and
practice)

-to establish a conceptual framework wherein pre-
service teachers are urged to reflect about both
technical and normative aspects of schooling

--to create the types of school environments which will
facilitate student teachers’ professional growth

Proj rategy

Typical teacher education programs rely extensively on
a knowledge dissemination modelp otg rofessional development.
College classroom coursework and fierd experiences seldom
focus on the imi.::)rtance of reflectivity, problem solving,
and decision making.

Drawing on the research base of effective teaching and
effective schools, this project aimed to focus on practice,
coaching, and development of self-critical attitude and
skills. . We hoped to do so throughout the Teacher Education
Program, both in university coursework and in field experi-
ences. We realized the effort would require examination and
modification of both elements and hoped to involve university
faculty, teachers, and administrators in the field, and
students in a collaborative attempt to do so.

ERIC .8
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Our plan was to establish task force teams, including
elementary education students, cocperating teachers, univer-
sity supervisors, and university faculty who would work
cooperatively on tasks such as identnfyin% issues which
concern neophyte teachers in their initial field experi-
eiices. We hoped to develop a practical model for problem
identification and problem resolution by task force teams at
school based sites. The task force teams were established
and functioned during the first two years of the project.
During this time, team members participated in trying out
observation/data gathering techniques such es journal keeping
and audio and video taping, then developed and tried out
improvement activities. In the final year of the project,
members of the teams continued to work actively ca project
activities such as refining the problem solving/action
research activity and in developing the supervision model;
however, the task force teams as such were disbanded.

Project Participants/Roles ar.J Responsibilities

A, r: Dr. Linda Valli, Assistant Professor
and Director of the Teacher Education Program was the direc-
tor of this project. She was responsible for overall con-

duct, adminstration, and quality of the project and for all
project deliverables and reporting requirements. Dr. Valli
chaired the advisory council and steerin® ‘ommittee meetings
and maintained a close working relatior p with all task
forces and project schools.

B.  Project Coordinator: Dr. Irene Blum, Field Placemsnt
Coordinator in the Department of Education, was the project
coordinator. Throughout the project, Dr. Blum workedp closely
with Dr. Valli. She was responsible for coordinating and
maintaining close contact with school system personnel and
others involved in the project. With Dr. Valli, she planned
and monitored major project activities and project admini-
stration.

C. Adyvirory Council: The advisory council was comprised
of Teacher Education faculty members at CUA, faculty members
from the departments of English and mathematics, represen-
tatives from the Montlglcl)mery County Public Schools, the
District of Columbia Public Schools, the Washington DC
Catholic Archdiocesan Schools, and Sidwell Friends Lower
School. This group of educators reK;esent a broad range of
perspectives on teacher education. embers agreed to review,
discuss and refine project goals with the project consultant
and review and res(fond to additional correspondence and
reports as requested.

D.  Steering Committee: The steering committee included
the project directo . project coordinator, and other Depart-
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ment of Education faculty: Dr. Nancy Taylor, Associate
Professor has been an active participant during the three
years of the project; Dr. Patricia Bauch, Assistant Professor
and Dr. Henry Johnson, visiting Associate Professor were most
active during the first year of the project; and Dr. Maria
Ciriello, Assistant Professor joined the steering committee
during the second project year and worked actively as a
member of the steering committeec for the second and third
years. During the first year of the Jroject, the steering
committee assumed responsibility for refining the project
purpose and planning for task force orientation and opera-
tion. During the second and third years, the steering
committee helped to plan, monitor, and evaluate project
activities and products.

E. Task Force Teams: Task force teams included students
(3 to 12 each semester), university supervisors (1 to 4 each
semester), cooperating teachers, school administrators, and
Teacher Education faculty. During the first two years,
these task force teams worked on project activities (e.g.,
identifying issues which concern neophyte teachers in thneir
initial field experiences, trying out observation and data
gathering techniques such as journal keeping and audio and
video taping) at school based sites. During the third year
of the project, members of the teams continued to develop,
try out, and refine pruject activities (e.g., developing,

trying and refining an action research/r lem-solving ac-

tivity, developing a supervision model), . the teams as
such were disbanded.
F.  Project Evaluators: Two faculty members in the Depart-

ment of Education served as project evaluators. Dr. John
Convey, Associate Professor of Education, and Dr. Carol
Walker, Assistant Professor, Curriculum, Instruction and
Technology, worked with Dr. Valli to design and implement the
formative and summative evaluation plans for the project.

G.  Project Consultant: Dr. Gary A. Griffin agreed to be a
consultant to this project. Dr. Gnffin attended our

advisory council meeting and through correspondence during
the first year of the project assisted us in refining project
goals andy procedures, conceptualizing and synthesizing the
research base, identifying problems in research applica-

:jions, and developing evaluation and implementation proce-
ures.

Project Activities--Year One
. . Project activities in the planning phase focused on
refining the project purpose, planning project operations and

procedures, and creating the collaborative structure for
project operation. This work was guided by the project
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director and project coordinator working closely with the
nther steering committee members. Shortly after notifi-
cation that we had been awarded this project, The Teacher
Eduycation faculty met to plan. Three faculty members volun-
teered to work with the project director and project coor-
dinator as members of a steering committee. Steering commit-
tee members met regularly, at least once a week, to plan
project organization and operating procedures. By the end
of October, we agreed that this project would work from the
assumption that one way to improve teacher education is for
teacher educators, practitioners, and researchers to work
collaboratively on problems identified in the school setting.
We further assumed that this collaborative effort would
improve the quality of the relationship of the participants.

The steering committee proposed that the emphasis in
this project would be on practical problems or issues which
emerge from the field since their solution should provide
real benefits to teachers and participation in problem
definition and resolution woulg enhance their growth as
professionals. Therefore, we decided that in this proje
we would use a school site model. We hoped to idjennfy
three or four schools to work with us on an on-going basis
as task force centers and to serve as primary sites for
student teacher placements. We agreed that task forces
would be compcsed of classroom teachers, the school prin-
cipal, CUA faculty, student teachers, and university super-
visors and specified a commitment of time and participation
schools would need to make.

Another major activity during the first months of the
project was to recruit advisory council members from the
universi;y and metropolitan area school systems. On November
13, 1985, the advisory council was convened. At this meeting
the advisory council met with the project consultint to
review goals and procedures. Following this mee ing and
with encouragement from the advisory council, the project
director and project coordinator identified and recruited
the four school participants.

From February through May, 1986, a series of four
orientation sessions was scheduled with the task forces. We
used the orientation sessions as an opportunity to model the
problem solving process that we planned to use with the
student teachers during the next year. The four partici

ating schools were &atkins School, DCPS; Wyngate School,
CPS; Our Lady of Lourdes Schiool, and The Sidwell Friends

Lower School. Participants received a stipend of $50 per

session and could register for one graduate credit, given

upon completion of the four sessions.

In preparation for the first orientation session, we
asked participants to read two articles. The first, "Alter-
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native Paradigms of Teacher Education" by Kenneth Zeichner
(1983) describes four approaches to teacher preparation: be-
havioristic, personalistic, traditional-craft, and inquiry-
oriented. Members of the project’s steering committee
agreed that while a good teacher education program must
include aspects of all these models, the inquiry approach is
the most professional and comprehensive. The improvement
effort of this project reflects that approach.

The second article was written by Gary Griffin (1984),
our project consultant. Entitled "Why Use Research in
Preservice Teacher Education?" the article proposes five
reasons, a number of which overlap with our interest in
promoting pre-service teachers’ reflectivity and problem-
solving abilities, particularly Griffin's suggestion that
research based knowledge be used to do research in the
schools. We see this approach closely linked to Zeichner's
inquiry model.

The first orientation session was held at the University
on February 13, 1986. The purpose of the meeting was to
introduce task force team members to one another, to present
an overview of the project, to familiarize participants with
the cuirent Teacher Education Program, and to describe
improvement project problem-solving groups and problem types.

In preparation for the second meeting, everyone was
asked to read the article, "Questioning at Home and at
School" by Shirley Brice Heath (1982). This case study is
an example of the type of research we hoped to engage in with
students and teachers in this project since it provides a
model of a collaborative problem-solving effort. Partici-
pants were provided with ap outline of Heath’s research
proposal.

'The second orientation meeting was held at the Univer-
sity on March 13, 1986. At that meeting we reviewed the
Brice Heath article from the perspective of the research
technique as a model for us to use. In addition, examples
of school-oriented problems and a problem-solving strategy
were presented. is particular strategy had been deveioped
by Sue Jeweler, one of the teacher participants from Wyngate
School. She met with the project director to develop the
presentation for the orientation meeting. At the meeting,
the group as a whole brainstormed school problems. Each

articipant was then asked to select three priority problems.
he group then broke into school-based task forces with two
responsibilities: to agree upon a mutual problem they would
like to address, and to begin preliminary application of the
problem-solving procedure.




The third orientation meeting was scheduled at in-
dividual schools during the month of April. The purpose of
these school-based meetings was to refine the groups’ problem
identification and problem-solving strategies. e project
director, project coordinator and one other steering commit-
tee member met with each group. A graduate stvdent who would
be serving as a university supervisor attended two of the
meetings.

The final orientation meeting was scheduled as a total
group meeting at the University campus, May 15, 1986. At
that time, participants reported on their problem-solving
progress. e task force team from Watkins School identified
a problem related to student behavior. Students seemed
unable to take responsibility for their own actions and
behave appropriately at school. The task force had already
observed a number of classrooms to document their general
impressions, had introduced the problem at team meetings, and
had brought the problem to the Faculty Planning Team. They
also presented a chart they had developed during a group
brainstorming session for solution strategies for immediate
activities.

The task force team from Our Lady of Lourdes described
their problem as one of morale. Their problem solving was
linked to a larger effort they were engaged in with an
Archdiocesan consultant. They had identified iwo areas of
concern: communication and curriculum. With the consultant
they had explored these issues in sume depth and had begun
to plan for solution strategies, but had not yet taken any
action.

Wyngate’s task force saw themselves as still defining
their problem. They wanted to work on an issue relatad to
time management, but felt they needed to clarify thei:
thinking further. The problem seemed to revolve around a
two-pronged issue, a tremendous volume of demands from the
C(l)lq'nty/hlghly conscientious teachers who wanted to "do it
all.

The Sidwell Friends iask force had identified improving
the practicum as its problem-solving activity. Their goal
was to use a problem-solvirg method to establish better
coordination among junior year experiences and to identify
critical content and skill areas for practicum teachers to
focus on.

At the final orientation session, participants also
made suggestions for project operation the following year
and evaluated the orientation sessions. The task forces
planned to meet regularly at individual schools the next
year, however, participants asked to meet as a total group



at least twice. All participants were given an article on
qualities of guod cooperating teachers (Barnes & Edwards,
1984). Sidwell Friends participants were given three

articles on early field experiences (Applegate, 1985; Erdman,
1983; Goodman, 1985),

ivities--Year T

Beginning September 17, 1986, Drs. Valli, Taylor, and
Blum scheduled a weekly staff meeting. These members of the
steering committee took responsibility for planning, schedu-
ling, and monitoring project activities. These included:
collaborative activities such as school based problem-solving
meetings, the total group meeting and redesign of the com-
prehensive examination, including students’ individual
problem-solving activities and reports. These meetings also
provided an opportunity to engage in formative evaluation of
improvement proEect activities and to continue developing
the evaluation %an and locating or designing evaluation
tools. During November, Dr. Bauch and Dr. Johnson joined
the weekly meeting to help plan the December 3 total group
meeting.

Six types of improvement project activities were
undertaken during the second year: activities related to
coursework, to the junior practicum, to the senior compre-
hensive examination, to developing a conceptual framework, to
school based problem-solving groups, and to student
teacher supervision.

A.  Professional Education Course Activities: During the
second year of the project, reflective inquiry or problem-
solving activities were systematically incorporated into six

of the pre-service professional education courses. The main
purpose of these activities was to help students think in a
reflective, problem-solving way about the tschnical and
normative aspects of schooling. The uctivities also func-
tioned to model and give students practice with reflective
problem solving so that they would be more apt to transfer
this mode of thinking to their teaching practice.

ED 251: Foundations of Education was taught socratically
and constructed around four broad questions: What is cduca-
tion? What does it mean to teach? What is the social
impact of schooling? What difference does a Catholic educa-
tion make? On ihe first day of class students wrote an
essay on the question, what is the basic problem of schools
today? They were not told that the same question would be
given as their final exaimination. Students also conducted



three problem projects in small groups. Using controversial
issues from the Noll/Kelly book, they analyzed five aspects:

1) the precipitating situation (why does the issue
arise now?)

2; the historical context

3) the philosophical issues (with emphasis on human
nature, knowledge, and the nature of the good
society)

4; the social impact

5) the impact on the teaching prcfession

In ED 261: Human Growth and Development, reflection was
encouraged through the seminar times of each class where
students discussed controversial issues related to the unit
theme (e.g, theories of development, stages of development,
normal/abnormal development). Readings containing con-
flicting points of view were the basis of the discussion.

For example, when the topic of Social Interaction and Per-
sonality in Later Childhood was presented, the seminar dis-
cussion focused on Peers, Siblings and Social Adjustment,
Students read "Aggression" by l\ﬁya Pines, which looks at
childrearing ractices and brain chemistry, and "Violence and
Aggression" gy David Pearl, which explores the effects of
televised violence. To facilitate reflective thinking in

these seminars the instructor taught the students through
modeling and coaching how to differentiate between fact and
opinion, recognize and evaluate author bias and rhetoric,
determine cause/effect relationships, judge accuracy and
adequacy of information, recognize faulty reasoning, and
draw logical conclusions.

Students also conducted two observations of individual
children of different ages/types or in different settings.
They spent the first 15 minutes of observation writing
detailed descriptive notes of the physical setting, the next
10 minutes selecting a child of interest, and the last 40
recording, in 3 minute inteivals, notes on what the child was
doing. is column of notes was to contain only objective
behaviors. A second column analyzed patterns in the be-
havior, and a third column stated some conclusions from those
patterns. In a summary paragraph students hard to
reflect on whether or not there was a developmertal problem.
In analyzing the observation papers, the course instructor
concluded that students jumped to unwarranted conclusions.
Stress must be placed on considering environmental factors in
behavior explanations.

A final reflective activity was a problem-solving
examination where students analyzed case studies about
language development, cognitive development, and socicl-
emotional development. In th~ language development section,

8
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for example, case studies involved analyzing syntax errors,
parental directions, carly childhood utterances, and peer
communication problems. Guiding analytic questions were pro-
vided for each case analysis.

In ED 361: Psychology of Education, problem solving was
taught as part of the information processing unit. In
addition, a reflective activity was linked to the tutoring
component of the course. Students kept a journal of reflec-
tions on each session (two hours per week), linking their ex-
perience with the course content. Their journal entry had
three parts: the objectives of the tutoring session, ap-
};}ications to course content, and personal reactions.

oward the end of the semester, they were given a problem-
solving activity based on these journal entries. One of the
project schools, Watkins Flementary, was the sight of the
tutoring program.

In ED 462: Introduction to Elementary Education,
reflective activities were incorporated throughout the
semester and closely linked to the junior practicum. The
course instructors primarily used a discovery mode of teach-
ing. Two examples follow. For the topic of safety pro-
cedures, the interns were sent in pairs to different parts
of the school to decide on three safety rules for that area.
The following discussion included what they read, patterns
they saw in the rules, an evaluation of their rules, and an
evaluation of Sidwell’s rules. For the class on Quaker
philosophy, students drew upon an earlier assignment where
they had to interview someone empioyed at Sidwell and deveclop
three strong reasons to prove that person was the most
important in the school. The interns collated these reasons
to discover whether there was anything specifically Guaker
about them as a whole or as individuals, Students then
discussed what is Quakcrly about Sidwell, what is not
Quakerly, and what is common to all good schools and
teachers.

In ED 555: Classroom Management, the main problem-
solving activity was the final examination. The students’
tack was to explain how five basic principles of classroom
nu nagement, which had been the basis of the entire course,
could be used better in two classroom problem cases they werc
iven. One case was a verbatim transcript from Good and
rophy’s Looking in Classrooms. Students were asked to focus
on teacher behaviors, explaining why they were not the best
choice, what principles were violated, and what better alter-
natives could have been chosen. The other case was a summary
paragraph of impulsive students from Evertson et al. Clags-

Man nt for ntary . Students were asked
to describe how they would go about changing unproductive be-
havior, presuming all preventative measures had been taken.

9
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An analysis of the students’ exams indicated, in most
cases, the ability to apply appropriately principles to hypo-
thetical situations under {'llighly structured conditions when
there were no real world constraints on interactional de-
cision making. The assumption is that practice in reflective
Kroblem solving in guided hypothetical situations will be

elpful in students analyzing their own classroom behavior.

ED 576/77. Reading, Language and Literature is a two
semester course that is tightly integrated with the Sidwell
practicum. Three new activities were introduced in conjunc-
tion with project goals.

] ions: The importance of reflectivity for
teachers was discussed and linied to the idea that reading
comprehension is related to the depth of processing or
questioning in which a reader engages. Students were asked
to generate reflective questions or statements as they read
their chapters and turn them in at each clsss period. Selec-
ted questions were discussed at the end of each class.

First Semester Final Exam: Students were presented with
situation that required the application and integration of
concepts stressed in the class and the practicum. Working
within ‘he context of a thematic curriculum, students had to
pick a theme and identify five major concepts for the
thematic unit. They then had to select appropriate child-
ren’s literature and design an instructional sequence to
meet reading and concept development goals.

n ster P -Solving Activity: The notion of
ongoing collaborative problem solving to address an educa-
tional problem was introduced via Shirley Brice Heath’s
article, "Questioning at Home and School." This article also
vividly points out the way participants define problems from
their own perspective (parents and teachers in this article
defined the problem in different terrns) and the irné)ortance of
understanding the child’s home culture when one addresses
school problems. The problem-solving approach presented in
the article demonstrated the kind of progs)em solving we
hoped to encourage and provided a dprior knowlcdge base for
the problem-solving activity developed for the course.

The problem-solving activity itself developed from this
background and was integrated within key corcepts of the
Reading, Language and Literature course. Students were
asked to interview their practicum teacher to uncover his or
her "diagnostic agenda" in riaking reading placements and
judging reading performance. In the context of this inter-
view the teacher was asked to ideniify a student in the
classroom with whose progress the teacher was not entirely
satisfied. This student then became the focus of a problem-
solving activity aimed at hypothesizing possible instruc-
tional adjustments. The premise of this instructional
adjustment problem-solving activity was that students can
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succeed if teachers adjust the conditions of leaminlg.

Interns gathered data on a student in their Sidwell classroom
through observation and conversations with their practicum
teacher. They identified situations in which the problem
did and did not occur. Through careful analysis of these
situations, they identified factors that promoted success or
difficulty. They then generated hypotheses about situational
adjustments that would lead to success. (As the seniors
worked through their problem-solving comprehensives in the
first semester, it became apparent that they had difficulty
"taking a diagnostic look"--1dentifying all possible causes

for a situation. An effort was made to model this kind of
thinking for the current juniors with a detailed case study
and lgad them through this type of thinking with their own
cases.

B.  Junior Practicum and Related Covi-~e Activities: Four
specific changes were made to better link the junior prac-
ticum with the junior level courses (Ed 462, 555, 571, 574,
576, 577) to achieve project goals. First, three of the

Sidwell Friends practicum teachers assumed responsibility for
ED 462. The course had previously been planned and organized
by Sidwell’s principal. The thinking behind the change was
that if practicum teachers taught the course, they 1) would
take more ownership of the problem of inducting novices into
the teaching profession and 28 would be in a better position
than the principal to link course topics and assignments with
field experience. Both outcomes seem to have occurred. The
three course teachers designated themselves as liaison

teachers so the interns and classroom teachers would know
whom to contact should junior practicum problems arise.

The teachers also sFent considerable time curing their
summer vacation jointly planning the course, selecting
readings, and determining assignments. They developed a
thorough course evaluation form so they could improve the
course for the following year. The form asked for student
feedback on assignments, seminar sessions, classroom ex-
periences, and notebooks and journals. Students were asked
to comment on such things as which readings, assignments,
class sessions, and classroom experiences were the most and
least helpful, what kinds of help they received from the
classroom teachers, what parts of the experience were par-
ticularly difficult, etc.

The second change was the assignment matrix the ED 462
teachers distributed to the interns and classroom teachers
at the beginning of the semester. This matrix clearly
indicatea responsibilities which individuals in both roles
had that week. For example, practicum teachers knew they
were expected to discuss the school’s Quaker philosophy,
their classroom theme, their math resources, and matenals.

11
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Students knew when they were to draw a map of the school,
interview school personnel, visit special classes, conduct a
book club, observe one child, etc. These assignments were an
integral part of the seminar sessions held each week.

This matrix served as a model for the second semester
faculty. During the first semester field assignmenis came
primarily from ED 462. In the second semester they came from
three different cowrses, five faculty (four of whom were
based at the university), and distinct content areas: math,
social studies, science, reading and children’s literature.

By giving the matrix of field assignments to the classroom
teachers and junior interns at the beginning of the semester,
we increased the possibility that assignments could be
completed with maximum input and assistance from the class-
room teacher in a manner which contributed to normal class-
room activities.

The last change that was made was the student evalua-
tion, conducted four times during the junior year. Pre-
viously, the form had been completed solely by the practicum
teacher. It covered three areas: professionalism, ability
to work with children, and content knowledge. Cooperating
teachers rated students on a five point Likert scale, with
additional comments on strengths and weaknesses. The form
did make us aware of two weaknesses in the junior year: few
ogportum‘ties for the students to instruct large groups of
children and the cooperating teachers’ lack of awareness of
university expectations and course teachings. The new form
asked for interns to do a self-evaluation, which the prac-
ticum teachers could then agree or disagree with. e new
form asked about quality of involvement and interaction in
the classroom, about initiative and areas for improvement.

It forced the students to reflect and make judgments about
their own performance.

C.  Comprehensiv>_Examipation Activities: At the completion
of the planning year of the improvement project, the steering
committee proposed revising the comprehensive examination
required ofp senior students. In the past, the comprehensive
examination was a traditional set of questions selected from

a pool generated by faculty of the Teacher Education Program.
Students were given a reading list and were able tc use past
examination questions to guide tneir study. Questions were
distributed during November of the senior year and students
prepared written responses which were due by the beginning
of the second semester. Responses were read and rated by at
least two faculty members. is format required students to
review and present a summary of their knowledge in each of
the disciplines within the Teacher Education Program.

12
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The steering committee for this project suggested an
alternative format for the comprehensive examination:
identifying a problem situation and generating and trying out
solution strategies; relating this experience to current
literature; and finally, relating this activity to prior ex-

erience and learnings from the Teacher Education Program.
e change was proposed because we believe this activity

ties in more ~losely to our (Program goals, requires more

integraiion of knowledge and experience, and provides an

opportunity for students to demonstrate their reflectivity

and problem-solving ability.

Throughout the fourteen weeks of the field placement,
student teachers worked on an individual problem-solving
activity related to their student teaching experience. They
were asked first to examine and describe situations in the
school environment which they found interesting. In the next
phase, they were asked to identify and analyze situations
they viewed as problematic. They were then asked to generate
aud try out solution strategies for a problem situation they
selected to work on. Students documented their progress
with the activity in a daily journal and prclegared a report of
their individual problem-solving activity at the conclusion
of the semester.

For the second component of the comprehensive examina-
tion, students reviewed and summarized current literature
related to the problem-solving experience. Finally, drawing
on their problem-solving experience, their research findings,
and their prior experience and learnings from Teacher Edu-
cation coursework, students prepared a description of the

role of the teacher and the learning environment they con-
sidered ideal.

Drs. Valli, Taylor, and Blum worked with the student
teachers and supervisors throughout the semester as we
developed and refined specific procedures for structuring the
individual problem-solving activity and other components of
the final written document. Students were given both verbal
and written feedback at each stage. During the student
teaching semester, their journal entries were reviewed and
written comments were provided weekly by the field placement
coordinator and their university supervisor. Progress with
the individual problem-solving activity was discussed regu-
larly in the weekly student teacher seminar. Students were
encouraged tu discuss the problem-solving activity with their
cooperating teacher. Plans for their solution strate%
trials required the cooperating teacher’s approval. Drafts
of the problem-solving activity report and of the final
comprehensive document were reviewed at least twice by Drs.
Valli, Taylor, and Blum. They prepared written comments for
students and met with them to discuss revisions.
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After the final documents were submitted, students were
asked to evaluate the revised comprehersive examination by
responding to a questionnaire. This evaluation tool was
designed to provide information about students’ perceptions
of the individual problem-solving experience, how the ac-
tivity had changed their view of teaching and/or of problem
solving, and suggestions for other activities they felt
would be helpful to future students.

Building on our experience in developing the individual
problem-solving activity during the first semester, our
review of the students’ problem-solving reports, and their
evaluation of the experience, Dr. Blum and Dr. Ciriello, a
university supervisor, revised the activity for a second
trial. In the revision, we tried to clarify the problem-
solving project by reorfanizing and restructuring into a
four step sequence and by refining and elaborating questions
and directions. For example, first semester students seldom
related information from prior coursework or field experience
to the situations they identified and analyzed until they
were ex;l?llicitly told to do so. In addition, they tended to
have a hard time thinking about options and possibilities in
changing those situations.

In the revised activity we developed a set of questions
designed to guide students’ analyses in a way that would help
them to relate prior knowledie and/or experience to the new
situation. Other questions asked them to consider how the
situation would be in the "ideal' and to speculate about what
they might do to move toward this "ideal." At this time, we
also decided to rename the activity, The term "problem
solving" seemed to drive students to focus in on a cause and
arrive at a solution rather than to examine and speculate
more broadly as we intended.

During the second semester, we were able to try out the
revised activity with two secondary education student teach-
ers. In this second trial, Dr. Blum and Dr. Ciriello were
able to avoid most of the logistical problems we had en-
countered in the developmental phase. Students received
the packet and an overview of the activiz during their
orientation meeting. Dr. Blum and Dr. Ciriello were able to
provide weekly feedback and support and we were able to an-
ticipate some of the difficulties students encountered.

These included both technical and conceptual problems
related to carrying out the situation analysis activi

(e.g., identifying a situation to work on, thinking about
the situation broadly, rather than only in technical terms,
speculating about results of solution trials).

Our work with the secondary student teachers during the
second semester provided an opportunity to try out the
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revised activity and to examine more carefully the effective-
ness of the situation analysis activity. Its purpose was to
give students a way of demonstrating their reflectivity and
problem-solving ability. In the initial trial we were some-
what disappointed by the narrow range of problems students
selected. In almost every case the problem situation was a
technical, management, or discipline issue, Beyond that,
we felt it was very difficult for students to think at all
broadly about the situation they identified and the
implications of results of their solution trials. Students
were eventually able to complete the activity successfully
and recognizeJ, its value to their professional development.
However, we wondered whether the activity warranted the
tremendous amount of supervision and guidance required to
help students complete the activity.

Although most logistical problems were resolved in the
second trial, and we felt better prepared, once again,
students’ approach and initial work with the activity was
narrow and focused on very technical aspects of the problem
selected. For example, a secondary social studies student
chose to work on increasing participation as his problem-
solving activity. [Initially, this seemed to be a broader
type of concern, but the student’s work in describing and
analyzing the problem and generating solutions focused
almost entirely on technical issues and strategies. His
analysis of why students were not participating centered on
the cooperating teacher’s style. She lectured almost all the
time and when she asked questions, they required short
factual answers. Only a small group of the most able stu-
dents ever volunteered in any class. To increase participa-
tion, the student teacher revised his management of ques-
tioning (i.e, he called on a "target group" he had iden-
tified, rather than relying on volunteer responses). The
student teacher was disappointed in both the quantity and
3uality of participation he was getting, but only after much

iscussion with the university supervisor did he begin to
consider a range of possible causes and a variety of manage-
ment strategies for questioning which might increase par-
ticipation. Without this discussion, he saw the problem as
resting with the studeris they did not or could not ask
questions. The supervisor helped him think about what
constituted participation, and he was able to see that one
might participate in other ways than asking questions (e.g.,
listening, taking notes). In addition, the supervisor

helped him understand that the way he organized instruction
was a major factor in the amount and quality of partici-
pation. is student, a bright and conscientious young man,
was only able to broaden his perspective and consider a
range of questions and possible solutions to his situation
with intensive guidance and supervision from Dr. Ciriello.
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Comments from students in both semesters’ trials indi-
cated that engaging in the situation analysis was effective
in helping them to be more thoughtful in their practice, to
ask more and bettcr questions, tn s more confident about
their ability to change a situat' 1, and to make mocre in-
formed decisions. It was clear to us, however, that we had
to modify the activity to make it more efficient to use. In
addition, we planned to incorporate situation analysis
activities in courses throughout the Teacher Education
Program so that students would come to student teaching much
better prepared to use this tool in order to promote reflec-
tive practice.

D.  Conceptual Fiamework Development: As a result of ana-
l%zing the student teachers’ problem-solving activities, Dr.

alli, Dr. Taylor, and Dr. Blum realized that further work
needed to be done if we were to achieve our project goals.
Although we were teaching our students how to be problem
solvers, that was not a goal in and of itself. Rather, we
were using problem solving as a vehicle to accomplish two
inter-related goals: to help students relate professional
knowledge to classroom events and to help students reflect
on both technical and normative aspects of schooling. To ac-
complish these goals we realized that we needed to explicate
a conceptual framework for the entire Teacher Education
Program, within which students would engage in problem
solving and other reflective activities. It seemed that
such a framework could serve a number of functions:

--to provide a model for reflective teacher education
which focuses on both technical and normative aspects
of schooling

--to guide faculty in course development, discussions,
readings, assignments, etc.

--t0 assist students throughout the program in deve-
loping clarity about the content and processes of
reflection

--to assist student teachers in planning and evaluating
their own teaching and problem solving

~t0 guide the field coordinator in planning training
sessions for supervisors and cooperating teachers

~-to_guide suFervisors and cooperating teachers in the
direction, feedback, anu assistance they provide to
student teachers

--to provide a way to evaluate student progress and
program success
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After exploring sevcral possible conceptual models, we
settled on one which combines the Berlaks’ dilemmas of
schooling, Schwab’s four commonplaces of teaching, and Van
Manen’s three levels of reflectivity (see Appendix I).

E.  School Based Problem-Solving Group Activities: During
the planning year of the improvement project, the steering
committee and school system participants met together to

learn about and try out a problem-solving strategy. In
October and November, 1986, meetings were scheduled at
Watkins, Wyngate, and Our Lady of Lourdes schools to continue
this effort. e steering committee encouraged principals to
invite other interested faculty to join the school base
problem-solving groups in addition to teachers who had worked
with us during the planning year. The steering committee
asked that someone from each school be ideniified or volun-
teer to act as leader or facilitator for these meetings.

On October 3, Veola Jackson, the principal, Anne Gay
and Audry Humphries, the two cooperating teachers; Beth
Martin and Ann Voigt, the two student teachers; and Arona
McNeill Vann, a new kindergarten teacher; met at Watkins
School for the first problem-solving meeting with Drs.

Taylor, Valli, and Blum. Audry Humphries acted as chair-
person. Wendy Shorter, a teacher who had worked with us
during the planning year but was not a cooperating teacher,
did not attend. e Watkins group chose to continue working
on the problem they had identificd during the planning year:
to improve students’ self direction. At this first meeting

they decided to focus on behavior in the cafeteria as a
specific example of self directed behavior. On October 14,

r. Taylor and Dr. Valli were invited to attend a regular
faculty meeting at Watkins so that they could be part of a
presentation to the Watkins faculty about the purpose and
work of the problem-solving group. A second problem-solving
group meeting on November 3, was attended by Veola Jackson,
the principal; Anne Gay and Audry Humphries, the two coope-
rating teachers; Arona McNeill Vann, the kindergarten
teacher; Drs. Taylor and Blum. Audry Humphries continued
in her role as chairperson. She summarized the planning and
activities that had been undertahen to improve conditions
and behavior in the cafeteria. Following some discussion of
these activities, she reported that the faculty had agreed
that the situation was now satisfactory and that they did not
want to puisue any additional problem-solving activities at
present.

The first problem-solving group meeting at Our Lady of
Lourdes, on October 20, was attended by Joan Coble, the
principal; Kathy Kelly and Kelly Farley, the two cooperating
teachers; Kerry Walsh, a student teacher, and Suzanne
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Trapasso and Ann Basdekas, two first year teachers who were
CUA graduates; Drs. Bauch and Blum. After introducing the
project to the new members who had joined this group, the
principal suggested that the group continue to work on
improving communication among faculty, the problem they had
identified the previous spring. During discussion, she
explained that the faculty was also involved in a problem-
solving activity related to improving reading and writing
instruction in the school. Dr. Bauch suggested we combine
rather than organize two separate projects. This was agree-
able to all the members of the [gro'blem-solving group. On
November 5, and December 3, Dr. Blum attended two regular
faculty meetings at OLL. At the November 5 meeting the
resource teacher led a workshop focusing on strategies to
improve students’ writing and study skills. The next meet-
ing, however, was more a traditional faculty meeting. After
reviewing the monthly calendar, the group divided into

primary and intermediate levels to discuss things like
discipline, the new report card, consistency/standards in
grading, creating a transition class, and maintaining good
relations with parent volunteers.

The Wyngate teachers decided to continue focusing on
the problem of managing time more effectively in order to
have more time for individual planning, conferences, etc.

In preparation for the October meeting, the teachers kept a
log on how they spent their time. The data were analyzed

at the first meeting. The principal had created a Time
Management Study form for this purpose and suggested that by
the end of this first meeting the teachers would be able to
corrplete the stem, "We need to find better ways to handle the
demands of.." By the end of the meeting two areas had

been identified: the demands of mainstreaming and of parent
communication. The group decided to focus on the former for
the time being, feeling that a disproportionate amount of

time was spent on resource students and that the monthly EMT
meetings were not as useful as possible, The group agreed to
invite the support team to the next meeting to discuss the
issue. That meeting was held in November. The support team
was informed about the identification of the problem of
communications about special students ’Blacing excessive

demands on the classroom teachers. e goal of this meeting
was communicated as finding ways to best work together for
the good of all the children--especially the special needs
children. A number of recommendations were generated: ways
to use team meeting times better, having individual student
work folders availabie for the support team, setting aside

grade level time blocks for resource help, and using a plug-

in rather than a pull-out resource approach. No decisions

were made about these recommendations. The meeting was
regarded as a first step in generating ideas.
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The Sidwell Friends Lower School teacher participants
continted to work on the problem of better integrating the
junior practicum with the junior level education courses. An
explicit goal was to find better ways of helping the juniors
be more: active inquirers about becoming teachers. Four
collaborative meetings were held w0 further those efforts.
On Jure 6, 1986, Dr. Valli and Dr. Taylor met with the
Sidwell faculty to discuss the redesign of ED 462: Intro-
duction to Elementary Education, previously planned by Dr,
Lodish, the Sidwell Frincipal. The course was now to be
taught by 2 team of Sidwell teachers who also served as
practicum teachers for the interns. The general purpose of
the meeting was to give the Sidwell teachers background on
the Teacher Education Program so they could plan ED 462.
Discussion focused on important topics to irnclude in the
syllabus (providing connections but avoiding overlap with
other courses) and ways to structure for swdent involvement
and reflectivity.

On October 6, 1986, the entire group met again. In the
meantime the ED 462 instructors (Carol Borut, Virginia
Singer, and Betsy Johnson) met several times over the summer
to develop the course syllabus and had given Drs. Taylor and
Valli a draft for feedback. This meeting was to formatively
evaluate the change efforts. Two meetings were held at the
end of the first semester to plan for the second. On Decem-
ber 12, 1986, Linda Valli and Lila Bishop, the Sidwell
science teacher, met to coordinate efforts for ED 571 which
they taught jointly. On December 18, the entire group met to
evaluate the first semester and give input to the second
semester faculty.

On December 3, 1986, the improvement project partici-
pants (university faculty and supervisors, school principals
and faculty, and student teachers) met for three hours to
evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the project thus
far and to informally plan for the project’s duraticn. The
format of the meeting, devised by the steering committee,
was to have participants discuss our project improvement
efforts in relation to the recommendations of three major
reports: the Holmes Group Report Tomorrow’s Teachers, the
Carnegie Report A Nation Prepared, and the Governor’s Report
Time for Results. In preparation for the meeting, l;()ar-
ticipants received summary articles from Phi , an
excerpt from the Holmes Report on Professional Development
Schools, and the thre : project goals.

Summaries of recommendations from the reports were
distributed at the mesting for use during small group dis-
cussions on the implication of the reports for our project
work. Each of the four groups selected a recorder to sum-
marize implications and recommendations for collaboration in
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achieving project goals. Forms were provided for this
purpose. The whole group assembled to hear and discuss the
recommendations of the small groups. A summary list of
recommendations for recruitment, program development, field
experiences, and evaluation was compiled and sent to each
project school.

Overall, the meetings fell short of the outcomes we
had anticipated. Some students had schedule conflicts and
could not attend the meetings. Those who did attend were
largely non-participants. Coordinating CUA and project
school schedules was also difficult, especially in tﬁe case
of Our Lady of Lourdes. Moreover, the meetings did not

enerate an on-going interest in a collaborative, research

ased problem-solving approach. After the departure of the
student teachers in December, 1986, none of the schools indi-
cated an interest in sustaining the problem-solving group
commitment.

F. Mﬂl&aﬁhﬂlé_&m&t\mm The continuing
relationship between CUA and the three schools which served

as field placement sites for student teachers provided an
opportunity to examine and improve supervision during the
student teaching semester. One component of the effort to
revise the supervision model was a tgorough review of the
literature, undertaken by Margaret Moore, one of the univer-
sity supervisors during the spring, 1987 semester. A second
component of this effort was a series of evaluation/planning
meetings with the cooperating teachers, principals, and
supervisors who were involved in the field placement during
the first semester.

Early in September, orientation meetings were scheduled
at each of the improvement project schools with principals,
cooperating teachers, student teachers, the univers%
supervisor, and the field placement coordinator. ese
meetings provided an opportunity to discuss the university
goals and requirements and to clarify cooperating teachers’
expectations. All but one of the nine cooperating teachers
had participated in the improvement project during the
planning year. Thry had, therefore, been introduced to the
university goals of increasing reflectivity and problem-
solving ability of our students. These goals were reviewed
and we discussed briefly the organization of school based
problem-solving groups to continue the effort we had begun
working on during the past year. In addition, we introduced
the individual problem-solving activity each student would
be working on as the semester proceeded. Only one teacher
at each of the schools and one of the principals had served
as cooperating teachers with the CUA program in the past.
Therefore, a major purpose of the orientation sessions was
to introduce university requirements in terms of student
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responsibilities for attendance, planning and teaching in
their classrooms, evaluation, seminar attendance, and par-
ticipation in other school activities such as parent con-
ferences, faculty meetings, semester grading, standardized
testing, inservice activities/staff development. Finally,
orientation sessions provided an opportunity for supervisors,
cooperating teachers, and student teachers to begin planning
an observation and evaluation schedule.

The university supervisor visited each student teacher
at least once a week throughout the semester. During the
visit, the supervisor observed the student teacher at work
in her classroom, provided both written and oral feedback,
met with the student teacher, and conferred with the coope-
rating teacher on progress and needed improvements. Ap-
proximately once every three weeks the cooperating teacher,
student teacher, and university supervisor met together to
evaluate the student teacher’s progress in required compe-
tency areas. The field placement coordinator visited each
student teacher at least once during the semester as well.

For the most part, meetings and discussions between the
cooperating teacher and university supervisor or field
placement coordinator focused on classroom responsibilities
and teaching skills that student teachers were working on.

In addition, cooperating teachers received written guidelines
on the students’ individual problem-solving activities, and

student teachers were encouraged to involve the cooperating
teachiers in the planning and implementation of the activity.

During March, April and May, 1987, follow-up meetings
were scheduled at the three schools where student teachers
were assigned. Cooperating teachers and principals met with
Dr. Blum and student teaching university supervisors to
discuss the student teaching semester, participation in
school based problem-solving groups, and their recommen-
dations in planning for colloborative activities during the
third year.

A question set developed by thc stesring committee
asked for comments from two perspectives, as a cooperating
teacher and as a member of a school based problem-solviag
group. Copies of the question set were sent to participants
in advance and during the meetings we were able to touch on
almost all questions. While the categories and specific
questions served as a framework for the meetings, they pro-
vided & starting point and discussion was not limited by
them.

Analysis of this interv.ew data indicated that each
teacher felt some degree of personal growth as a result of
participation in the school based project meetings. However,
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it appears questicnable that teachers relate this personal
growth to improving their performance in the role of
cooperating teacher. Teachers who could be considered to be
functioning at a higher level of abstraction with respect to
the role of cooperating teacher (Glickman, 1981) understand
their role, feel comfortable with it, and could proceed with
the job, making adjustments as necessary. These teachers
included in their description of their role promoting

reflective thought in the student teacher. I;_.ess experienced
teachers, or those who were not at higher levels of reflec-
tion, viewed the role primarily as serving as a model and a
monitor to make sure student teachers gained skill in time
management and quality lesson planning. These cooperating
teachers appeared somewhat frustrated with the position,
desired more direct guidelines for supervising student

teachers, and would have welcomed a step-by-step program for
working with them.

There were a number of specific suggestions for im-
proving the student teaching semester. The importance of
insuring that goals were clear to all members of the triad,
university faculty, cooperating teacher, and student teacher,
was stressed. Coorerating teachers suggested increasing the
number of personal contacts with the university. Verbally
presented materials and meetings were preferred over written
materials,

Most teachers indicated that the role of the cooperating

‘teacher and university expectations were made clear; however,

several stated that implementing the role could be over-
whelming. Suggestions to reduce this stress included pre-
paring the student teacher with a stronger methods back-
ground, giving them more experience planning units before
they came into the field, and coordinating seminar content
more closely with the field experience. e suggestion was
made that student teachers not have writing responsibilities
for the university during the time they have full time
planning and teaching responsibility.

Subsequent redesign of coursework incorporated ac-
tivities that respond to some of these suggestions (e.g.,
more specific instruction in instructional design and mate-
rial and activity development, preparation of more units).
Additional training meetings were scheduled and materials
designed to provide more specific information requested
about the university program and supervision strategies.
Revisions in the situation analysis activity reduced the
amount of writing required during full time teaching.

Overall, the response to participation in the project
and to working with student teachers was positive and en-
thusiastic.  All of the schools and cooperating teachers
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indicated they would like to continue the affiliation. In
fact, in one school where the principal was retirinF, the
principal and teachers lobbied to cverride a school system
administrative decision not to commit the new principal to
the project. Two teachers from that same school were to be
transferred in the tall. Botn indicated they would like to
continue as cooperating teachers if we would consider placing
students in their new school.

The purpose of these meetings was evaluative: assessment
and planning. Scheduling is a very serious problem in
trying to coordinate university and school activities.
Scheduling these meetings was no exception. Although schedu-
ling the meetings was difficult and time consuming, much
useful data was gathered. It was evident that teachers and
principals had reviewed the questions and given thought to
their comments and suggestions. Teachers and principals
seemed open and willing to discuss freely and make recom-
mendations. We believe this is true because they have seen
their prior recommendations incorporated into project ac-
tivities. ZWe are aware that building a true collaborative
relationship takes time and effort. We believe that we have
begun to establish this kind of relationship with the par-
ticipants in the project.

Using the findings from the literature and the results
of the evaluation/planning meetings, the steering committee
identified several components we wanted to include in the
supervision model. From this base, we hoped to engage coope-
rating teachers and university supervisors in developing and
trying out specific supervisory strategies as well as otﬁer
components of the model such as assessment tools and
training. Based on our findings from earlier efforts in
this project, we felt it imperative that this development
effort be a collaborative one so that all parties would feel
a sense of ownership of the model and a commitment to it as
a useful and efficient tool.

Project Activities--Year Three

Durin%l the third year, we continued collaborative
activities with cooperating teachers and administrators and
university faculty. We focused considerable energy on
refining activities begun earlier in the project (e.g.,
adopting conceptual framework, revising situation analysis
project) and concentrated on developing additional products
(e.g., training materials for superviscrs and cooperating
teachers, teacher education handbook). In addition we
concentrated on evaluation and assessment of the project.
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A. Continued Work With g:Qgpgmxin% Teachers in Project
Schools: During the fall semester, 1987, eight eleraentary

student teachers completed their field placeinent with coope-
rating teachers in schools where the principal agreed to be
part of the CUA Teacher Education Project. 0 students
completed their field assignment at Wyngate School, Mont-
gomery County Public Schols. Four students were assigned to
the Capitol Hill Cluster Schools, District of Columbia

Public Schools. Both Wyngate and The Capitol Hill Cluster
Schools (Peabody Early Childhood Center, Watkins Elementary
School, and Stewart Hobson Middle School) have been part of
the improvement project from its inception. Two of the
cooperating teachers and the principal of The Capitol Hill
Cluster Schools were original participants. Three teachers

at The Capitol Hill Cluster Schools and one from Wyngate
joined the pool of teachers and the new principal at Wyngate
aléo made 2 commitment to be a part of the collaborative
etiort.

An additional Catholic school was invited to become a
part of the project because no cooperating teachers were
available at Our Lady of Lourdes School that semester. The
resource specialist at Our Lady of Lourdes and Blessed
Sacrament schools initiated a meeting with the principal and
two interested teachers at Blessed Sacrament. Two students
were assigned to Blessed Sacrament during the fall semester.
The principal and both teachers participated in several
orientation and planning meetings at the school to become
familiar with project goals and activities.

Although no cooperating teachers were available to work
with student teachers at Qur %.ady of Lourdes, the principal
of that school has maintained an active role in all project
activities and one of the original teacher participants

served as a mentor to a student who completed a two day a
week practicum placement. So, although the goal of working
with the same cooperating teachers and schools was not
totally achieved, our pool of schools and teachers has
actually been expanded by being forced to go to Blessed
Sacrament. We think this will help the project continue
beyond the period of funding.

One major activity of the improvement project which has
had an im]portant impact on student teaching was the effort to
clarify goals, expectations, requirements, and constraints of
the school system and the university, As part of this
effort we have worked with faculty from the cooperatin
school sites to develop improved orientation and supervision
training for cooperating teachers and university supervisors.

Dr. Blum, Field Placement Coordinator, and_university
supervisors met with cooperating teachers individually and in
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groups at the begimuing of the semester to acquaint them
with university goals in the Teacher Education Program and
our expectations for the students during the scmester. They
were reminded of our focus on reflective teaching and problem
solving. We tried to be mnch more specific in describing
course content and thie types of teaching strategies we hoped
students might try out. e asked cooperating teachers to
provide assistance in integrating with curriculum require-
ments in the school. In addition, cooperating teachers were
introduced to the conceptual framework and the situation
analeis activity as vehicles for promoting reflective

teaching and problem solving. We encouraged coogerating
teachers to discuss the situation analysis project wit

their student teacher since in our view the cooperating
teacher could be a major resource in this activty.

During the semester, the university supervisor met
regularly with cooperating teachers to monitor student
progress and provide additional support. Additional group
meetings were scheduled at cach school to continue work on
plans for supervision training which would promote reflective
teaching.

B. Agﬁﬁigg of Conceptual Framework by CUA Teacher Educa-
tion Faculty: At the beginning of the fall semester, 1987,
Dr. Valli, Director of Teacher Education, presented the

conceptual framework (see Appendix I) to the Teacher Educa-
tion faculty. In a series of meetings, the faculty dis-

cussed the conceptual framework and decided to adopt it as
art of the¢ program. During the fall semester, several

aculty members designed activities to incorporate the
conceptual framework so that students would be introduced

to it from the beginning of the program and work with it
throughout. The result was further adaptions in courses
described above. For example, in ED 251, students are now
introduced formally to the three dimensions of the conceptual
framework. The framework is then used to analyze course
assigned readings, to structure field observations, and to

guide written assignments. In ED 555, students use the
problem-solving coaching guide to analyze problems of class-
room management, and in ED 577, the coaching guide is used to
analyze a real classroom problem students identify in their
junior practicum. Another adaptation will be made in ED 555
starting in the fall, 1988 semester. The revised comprehen-
sive examinations indicated that students had trouble rela-

ting literature to practical classroom problems. Through
further investigation, the faculty realized that students

had little experience with library research. In ED 555,
students will now be required to write a research paper in
which they seleci a classroom management problem to study,
find different views on the problem, and formulate their own
position.
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Activities: In addition to classroom teaching responsibili-
ties, student teacher. are required to engage in an action
research/reflective problem solving activity, the situation
analysis project. is activity was developed and piloted

in the fall semester, 1986. During the spring semester,
1987, a revision was developed’ and tried with two secondary
student teachers. In the fall semester, 1987, we fieid

tested the revised activity with our elementary education

students as well as three secondary student teachers.

During the spring semester, 1987, Dr. Ciriello had
served as university supervisor. In that capacity, she
provided weekly feedback to students on their journal entries
and shared copies of the journals and her feedback with Dr.
Blum on a weekly basis. This was extremely successful and
eliminated the logistical problems of delivering journals to
Dr. Valli, Dr. Taylor, and Dr. Blum on a weekly basis. In
addition, as the university supervisor, Dr. Ciriello was
familiar with the classroom situations and was able to work
very productively with the students on this activity. For
the fall triul, we decided to have university supervisors
provide weekly feedback and monitor student progress on the
activity, In addition, a substantial amount of time was
provided during weekly seminar sessions to discuss progress
and problems with the activity.

University s?ervisors were appointed during the summer.
Dr. Bluin contacted each one and sent her a copy of the

July, 1987 Progress Report and Implementation Plan to intro-
duce them to the project and specifically to the conceptual
framework and situation analysis activity. One university
supervisor had served in that role during the fall, 1986

semester. Therefore, she was familiar with the concept of

the project and somewhat familiar with the journal assign-

ments. A second university supervisor had graduated from

the CUA Teacher Education Program in May, 1985. She had no
previous contact with the improvement dproject, but was of

course, very familiar with the goals and content of the

pro(fram. The third university supervisor was a graduate

student with many years teaching experience, but no prior

contact with the project or the CUA Teacher Education Pro-
gram.

Individual orientation meetings were scheduled with
university supervisors late in the summer. Additional
orientation and planning meetings were scheduled just prior
to the beginning of the semester. Weekly planning and
evaluation meetings were scheduled thrm?hout the semester
is)o that Dr. Blum monitored progress and problems on a weekly

asis.
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We recognized that both written and verbal feedback
were essential in guiding progress and encouraging reflection
in the situation analysis activity, but we had not yet
developed siandards or criteria for providing this feedback.
In the developmental stage, faculty simply responded spon-
taneously to students’ journals. During the summer, we
developed a coaching guide to provide feedback in a sys-
tematic, somewhat more standardizea way.

Universit¥ supervisors expressed a good deal of concern
about being able to provide appropriate feedback. They were
aware and somewhat anxious about their role since the final
written summary of the situation analysis was a substantial
factor in grading for all student teachers and became the
first portion of elementary education students’ comprehensive
examination. At the weekly planning meetings, we discussed
each student’s progress and sl?ared examples of feedback.

Dr. Blum felt that all the supervisors were able to provide
productive feedback and guidance. However, anxiety on the
art of university supervisors was not completely alleviated.

n fact, it was the source of considerable difficulty for

one of the supervisors througkuut the semester.

Examination of the final resorts and elementary educa-
tion comprehensive examinations indicated our sullqnerviso(r{y
efforts were having the desired effect. During this fiel
trial, students addressed broader issues and designed sulu-
tion strategies wuich reflected their understanding of their
role in change in a teaching/learning environment. We
believe that one reason for this difference in performance
is related to the revision in the design of the activity. We
believe that . second reason is related to the kind and
quality of supervision we have developed. A third is the
role of the conceptual framework in clarifying our basic
ideas about reflection and how to translate those ideas to
reflective practice.

The conceptual framework provides a way of organizing
thinking when one discusses a problem. For example, one
student teacher identified off task behavior in her classroom
as the issue she wanted to work on. In discussion and
written feedback, the university supervisor helped the
student examine how she wanted her classroom to operate
the ideal" or, to use the language of the conceptual frame-
work, at a "critical" level. In the following sessions they
discussed and planned ways of achieving the "ideal" or at
least coming closer to it. These conversations dealt with
technical aspects of instruction. At the same time, the
supervisor and student discussed wha’ -ertain kinds of
teacher behaviors might mean to students or how they might be
interpreted by them.
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Evaluative comments from students at the end of the
fall semester were similar to those of the earlier groups.
Students find the activity difficult in that it requires a
great deal of time and it is not a familiar sort of ac-
tivity. Fowever, in retrospect, they can appreciate its
value in helping them to conceptualize the teaching/learning
environment and the teacher’s role quite differently.

Similarly, initial comments from univers.ty supervisors
indicated they found the situation analysis activity diffi-
cult to supervise and stressful to students. However, after
going through the process, they felt it had contributed to
important changes and growth in student teachers’ thinking
and actions in the classroom.

During the spring semester, 1988, Dr. Blum and Ms. Favo,
the university supervisor, incorporated several changes in
the supervision of the situation analysis activity. e
activity was introduced much more systematically and over a
period of three weeks. We modeled and practiced preparing a
journal entry in the first two seminar sessions. In addi-
tion, suggestions were made to help organize the activity
and to reduce the time students spend on the activity. One
change was *hat students were told they should spend only 30
minutes a day on the assignments. A second change
involved having students keep their notes on index cards
rather than in notebooks so that they could avoid rewriting
and facilitate the final report writing.

One of the goals for this year was to involve coope-
rating teachers more actively in supervision of the situation
analysis activity. It seemed an excellent opportunity for
reflcctive supervision. However, from conversations with
both student teachers and cooperating teachers, it appears
that cooperating teachers did not become involved in the
situation analysis activity, at least not in a formal way.

In an effort to encourage cooperating teachers to
participate more in the activity, Dr. Blum and Ms. Favo
discussed this goal with the secondary cooperating teachers
second semester and sought their suggestions for integrating
the activity more into their planning and evaluating with
students, The teachers felt that they were indeed addressing
the issues that students were working on, even though they
might not be discussing them formally in the context of the
situation analysis activity. We discussed whether it might
be even more helpful to students to have some time for more
specific discussions directly tied to the activity. No
specific decision was made about how teachers would proceed,
but we did agree to meet again and discuss the issue.
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Based on experiences and findings during the field
trials this year, Dr. Blum and Ms. Favo revised the situation
analysis activity (see Appendix II). This revision was
tried with student teacﬁers in the fall semester, 1988.

D.  Supervision Meetings: Developing and trying our a
research based supervision model which encourages reflection
is a goal we began working on in the spring, 1987 semester.
We hoped to develop and try out with project participants an
orientation to supervision as well as strategies and/or
materials for implementation. Initial efforts included a

review of research and identification of components to be
included in the model. In the current period, we began to
involve cooperating teachers and university snpervisors in

the design and trial activities so that all parties would

feel a sense of ownership of the model and a commitment to
it as a useful and efficient tool.

During the fall, 1987 semester, Dr. Blum scheduled a
series of meetings focusing on supervision with cooperating
teachers. At the meetings, cooperating teachers shared
their successes and problems with supervision. In addition,
Dr. Blum and the university supervisors introduced two
models of supervision which seemed to fit well with the
effort to promote reflective practice. These are clinical
supervision (Goldhammer, 1980; Garman, 1984) and develop-
mental supervision (Glickman, 1981).

During the spring, 1988 semester, we continued our
efforts with cooperating teachers and other project par-
ticipants to develop and tz out a supervision model in a
series of four meetings. At the first meeting, February 1,
1988, Drs. Valli and Blum presented a summary of the improve-
ment project activities to date and an overview of the
Teacher Education Program at CUA (e.g, course of studies,
instructional priorities). Then, the group discussed super-
vision experiences and generated a set of goals of super-
vision, e second meeting, February 29, 1988, focused on
clinical supervision. The meeting was chaired by Rich
Lodish, Director of Sidwell Friends Lower School and a
project participant from its beginning. Dr. Lodish uses
clinical supervision in his work with Sidwell faculty and has
developed training sessions for its use. At this meeting,
he helped us examine the special needs of preservice teachers
and how clinical supervision could be adapted for use with
this group.

The third supervision meeting, March 28, 1988, was led
by Dr. Maria Ciriello. Dr. Ciriello summarized the model of
develonmental supervision and provided several practice
activitics using this approach. At the fourth meeting,

April 25, 1988, participants discussed their idzas for or-
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ganizing and implementing training and supervision In

small and large groups they brainstormed, then developed
responses to the following questions: What should coope-
ratm% teachers do to help student teachers develop reflec-
tivity? What support systems are necessary to enable this
reflective supervision process? A summary of their responses
indicated that cooperating teachers thought they should

engage students in more reflective practice, such as modeling
the types of questions we would like to see student teachers
ask. For example, following a lesson, the cooperating

teacher might ask the student, what went well, what could
have gone better and how things might be changed to impruve
this lesson another time. Teaciers also stressed the need

to schedule a daily planning time for setting specific ioals,
monitoring students’ progress, and helping students make
connections between prior learning and current classroom
experiences. Teachers identified a number of support systems
they felt would enable the reflective process. These in-
cluded inservice training, release time for planning and
consultation, and improved communication between the univer-
sity and the school (e.g., specific information about the
Teacher Education Program and expectations for the student
teaching experience).

Ms. Favo and Dr. Blum developed training materials
which we tried out with cooperating teachers and university
supervisors in the fall semester, 1988 (see Appendix III).
These materials incorporate the suggestions of the coope-
rating teachers during the spring, 1988 supervision meetings
as well as all previous data from student teachers, univer-
sity supervisors, and cooperating teachers.

The four student teaching university supervisors for the
fall semester, 1988, had no previous experience with the CUA
Teacher Education Program. During July and August, Dr. Blum
met with each of the supervisors at least once to orient
them to the conceptual framework and supervision model.

Three of the four were available in the metropolitan area
throughout the summer and were able to schedule two to four
additional meetings. During the orientation sessions we
reviewed and discussed information about the Teacher Educa-
tion Program, the conceptual framework, specific expecta-

tions for the student teaching field placement, and clinical

and developmental supervision as combined in our supervision
model. Background and support materials included: "Phases
in student teaching" (Caruso, 1977); "Student teachers’
preference for supervisory approach" (Copeland, 1979);

Clinical supervision (Glickman, 1981); I-
vision: ive practices ' ¢ i ve
instruction (Goldhammer, Anderson & Krajewski, 19 30); A
p— ame 2 reflective teacher education

[} ial _1]d YOIK 101 d il ) dCl) 1MCd Il
program (Valli, 1987); "On becoming a reflective teacher"
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(Zeichner, 1984); nd the draft Teacher Education Program
Handbook.

On Au%:Jst 29, 1988, Ms. Favo conducted a half day
training workshop with the university supervisors. The
intent was to review program goals and Yriorities, to

present information about developmental levels and needs of
student teachers, to provide background and practice in
supervision strategies, and to encourage supervisois to

assess their own strenﬁths and weaknesses re supervision and
to begin to develop their own supervisory g}yle. The

session was designed to provide technical information about
the duties of supervision such as scheduling, observations,
and meetings.

The session began with a review of program goals and
the conceptual framework adopted by the Teacher Education
faculty. is was followed by a discussion of the purposes
of supervision, including findings from research on student
teaching, Goldhammer’s model of developmental supervision and
Glickman’s model of clinical supervision. The next segment
focused on practical guidelines for a successful student
teaching placcment. Examples of the topics include:
scheduling, enhancing the relationship with the cooperating
teacher, dealing with instructional problems commonly faced
by student teachers, and developing written forms for obser-
vation. A final segment during which supervisors practiced
observing and giving feedback was rescheduled with Dr. Blum
the followin%1 week. Dr. Blum met with supervisors weekly
throughout the semester to monitor student teacher progress
and provide additional support for the supervisors, especi-
ally in providing feedback for the situation analysis ac-
tivity.

Dr. Blum and the appropriate supervisor met with each
of the cooperating teachers during the first two weeks of
school for an orientation session. The purpose of the
orientation session was to familiarize new coo_peratingJ
teachers with our program goals and expectations. sing the
draft Teacher Education Program Handbook and the situation
analysis activity guidelines as support material, we intro-
duced the gist o%uthe conceptual framev ork, the goal of
educating reflective teachers, our expect:tions for classroom
responsibilities, and the activities involved in the situa-
tion analysis project. These introductory sessions were
carefully limited to an hour, but indivi:?:lal SUTIETVisors
followed up within two weeks with another visit and addi-
tional information as needed and/or requested. Twc of the
cooperating teachers had served as cooperating teachers in
the fall semester, 1987. These teachers had also taken the
supervision course developed by Dr. Maria Ciriello as part
of the improvement project. ith these teachers, the orien-
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tation meeting time was a cooperative session among the
cooperating teacher, the gllew) supervisor and Dr. Blum to
plan for the student teaching semester and to go over the
revised situation analysis activity guidelines. No addi-
tional training sessions were scheduled with cooperating
teachers. However, supervisors met regularly with coope-
rating teachers in conjunction with their weekly obser-
vation/supervision sessions with student teachers. Super-
visors encouraged cooperating teachers’ use of the super-
vision model as well as their involvement in the situation
analysis project. Dr. Blum will be scheduling followup
meetings with the cooperating teachers to assess the
semester’s activities.

E. &Qg.&&m:m_am_&am:mn During the summer
of 1988, Drs, Valli, Taylor, and Blum, and Ms. Favo met

weekly to develop assessment measures of reflective outcomes.
As others have noted, assessing or measuring reflection is
particularly difticult since reflection is an internal

process. We are using written products of student thinking
to assess their reflective qualities.

We have developed two types of instruments to assess
reflection (see Appendix IV). e first assesses the quality
of reflection in the students’ comprehe' ,ive examination
(based on their situation analysis). Euch part of the
analysis (definition of the situation, solution trial, etc.)
has a three point scale, based on Perry’s ideas of cognitive
judgment. At the highest levels of reflective judgment,
students make objective judgments based on reasoning and evi-
dence. Knowledge is seen as contextually based, an
judgment is modified with new information. At the lowest
levels of reflective judgment, students view the world as
simple, believe knowledge is absolute, and use unsupported
personal belief as often as they use evidence.

In the situation analysis, a student who rated a 1
g‘iﬁh) on the problem description, for ¢xample, would have
lly analyzed the situation using all aspects of the frame-

work, difterentiated between observation and inference,
provided documentation, described the problem from multiple
perspectives. and arrived at a comprehensive statemenrt of the
problem. By contrast, a student who rated a 3 (low) would
not use the framework to coherently analyze the probiem,
would not document or distinguish inference from fact, and
would describe the situation from an egocentric perspective.

The faculty readers of the comprehensive examinations
have been asked to rate each of the seven parts of the exam
on a seven point scale. In addition, Dr. Blum and Ms. Favo
are rating the situation analyses. Most students are re-
ceiving 2’s on most sections, indicating that with assistance
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they can document and generalize, link causes, effects, and
solution strategies, introduce appropriate literature, and
begin to develop a consistent philosophy. An outcome grid
will be developed.

The second instrument we are using to assess student
reflection judgment is a set of vignettes based on the
dilemmas of teaching (one dimension of our conceptual frame-
work). We developed this instrument as a measure of reflec-
tion independent of the situation analysis. We determined
that this independent measure was necessary since students
receive varying amounts of assistance from faculty, univer-
sity supervisors, and cooperating teachers on their compre-
hensive examinations. On-e all the vignettes are developed,
they will be given at the beginning and end of the Teacher
Education Program to determine cognitive development.

II. MAJOR ISS D AP

We began this project with two major premises: that
teacher education programs should prepare prospective
teachers to be refgcnve about their practice, and that
learning how to be problem solvers would facilitate reflec-
tivity. These premises guided the project goals and ac-
tivities. We knew, for instance, that students needed an
introduction to the nature and theory of problem solving,
that reflective problem-solving activities needed to be
infused throughout their education courses, that students
needed assistance in the content for as well as the prcoess
of reflection, and that the school environment of their field
placements should embody the reflective orientation of the
project.

As documented in the March, 1987 Progress Report,
Teacher Education students are taught the nature and theo
of problem rolving as part of the information processing unit
in ED 361: Psychology of Education. Problem solving and
other reflective activities, have been incorporated in each
course in the professional education course sequence. We
feel successful in these endeavors a. two levels: the
congruence of the activities with project goals, and the
acceptance of the dgoals and activities by program partici-
pants (students and teachers). We have not formally
assessed student cognitive or reflective outcomes and feel it
would be premature to do so since the program itself is
still in transition. However, as describedp above, we are
currently develoFing assessment tools which address this goal
(see Appendix IV).

We have encountered five basic problems in our project work
to date. Three deal with the groblem-solving strategies we
were using; two deal with collaboration.
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Difficultiecs With Reflective Problem Solving

A.  Student Teacher Difficultics with Problem Solving: For
the culminating reflective activity of their professional
preparation, students are to identify and attempt to solve a
classroom problem they have during student teaching. In
conjunction with that activity, they must reflect on their

own thinking processes, relate theory and research to their
approach and explain how their approach is consonant with
their educational philosophy, view of schools, teachers,
learners, etc.

This activity was successful in 1) helping students
realize that they could question anything in the classrooin,
that they did not have to take anything for granted and 2)
helping them discover that they could figure things out and
bring about improvements in the classroom. We believe these
are very significant outcomes. However, we noted in the
initial trials that there was a tendency among some students
to focus more on quickly solving a problem than on under-
standing a problem in all its complexi?:. Students also too
frequently focused primarily on the technical aspects of the
problem (e.g., how to help Billy stay on task) rather than on
normative aspects (e.g., is the task worthwhile, should
Billy be forced to attend to the task, why is it important
for him, etc.)

We introduced four changes during the third year to
begin addressing this problem. First, the most recent
cohorts had more experience with problem solving prior to
student teaching than last year’s student teachers did.
Secondly, the activity was explained more fully to them,
their supervisors, and cooperating teachers at the start of
their student teaching semester. Third, supervisors and
cooperating teachers had more training in helping students
be reflective problem solvers. (Technical problem solvers
might be an apt contrast). And fourth, we introduced a
conceptual framework in an effoit to make the broader,
normative, non-technical aspects of reflective practice more
apparent. These changes yielded positive results. We
expect to see even more evidence of success in the future.
For example, the fall, 1988 student teachers were introduced
to the conceptual framework and the problem-solving activity
in their junior year. We expect they will be more critically
reflective and more aware of the broad aspects of teaching
than our past cohorts.

B.

- lvity: Because we wanted the school
environment that student teachers were working in to model
the project’s reflective orientation, we asked the coope-
rating teachers to work in a group to identify and solve a
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school-wide problem. While that activity made sense at a
theoretical level, several problems emerged which made us
decide to drop the activity during the third year of the
project.

Although cooperating teachers agreed to this activity,
they never fully owned it. It was more of a university
requirement for involvement in the project. Consequently,
the e of collaborative, reflective problem solving we had
envisioned too often became just another meeting to attend.
Problems were often narrowly delimited so they could be
quickly solved and the obligation fulfilled. Moreover, the
university did not have adequate resources to assist in the
activities. Because of schedule conflicts, student teachers
also had difficulty attending the meetings.

In place of these problem-solving groups, we decided
instead to have cooperating teachers focus on the problem of
inducting new teachers. Specifically, we asked them to look
at different models of supervision and to develop or adopt a
model that is in keeping with the reflective goals of the
program. This effort was successful in that the group of
teachers who agreed to participate did indeed provide sub-
stantial assistance in developing and trying out aspects of
the supervision plan and supervision training model. How-
ever, only a limited number of teachers agreed to become
involved, and several who did were unable to schedule all
the meetings.

C.

jon: We are operating on the assumption
that students’ written products convey something about the
quality of their reflection. But we do not know whether the
program orientation will carry into their first year
teaching, or if students can continue the same type of
reflection without the guidance and feedback we give them.
We hope to have some answers to these questions by tracking
our students after graduation,

Difficulties in Collaboration
A ion with Cooperating Schools

This problem was organizational rather than conceptual. We
experienced more turn-over in our schools and teachers than
we initially anticipated. Two of the four principals have
changed. Some teachers have left their schools, other
teachers would prefer not to or cannot have a student teacher
every year. Thus we are forced into placing students in
schools or with cooperating teachers who have not been part
of the OERI é)roject. In order to address this problem, we
have developed specific reflective supervision strategies

which we will asE all university supervisors and cooperating
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teachers to use. The model is explained in the student
handbook we are developing (see Appendix V); instruments are
being developed (see Appendix III) and training will be

offered.
B.  Difficulties in Collaborating with Teacher Education
Faculty: The Teacher Education faculty at CUA has bezn

enthusiastic, warm and supportive of the improvement project.
Several faculty members outside the imtprovement project
staff have volunteered large amounts of time to various
roject activities. In the fall, 1987 semester, Dr. Valli
ormally introduced the conceptual framework in a series of
meetings. The faculty reviewed and discussed the framework
at length and then formally resolved to adopt it as an
official part of the Teacher Education Program. The plan is
to introduce the framewo.k and reinforce it throughout the
program. In order to do this, Dr. Valli asked that faculty
develop specific activities which introduce and reinforce the
framework.

While the faculty seems genuinely receptive to the idea
of adopting the conceptual framework, integrating it into
one’s thinking and implementing it in courses requires a
substantial investment of time and effort. The examples of
activities submitted by faculty thus far is encouraging.
However, it is difficult to speculate about how much other
faculty will involve themselves in this essential project
activity. Teacher Education meetings w1l regularly have
implementation of the conceptual framework as an agenda
item.

1. MAJOR OUTCOMES

As documented in the July, 1987 Progress Report and
Implementation Plan, we anticipated outcomes for learners,
higher education faculty, and school faculty as well as
institutional /programmatic outcomes. Because many project
activities have been developmental, it is not yet possible to
assess outcomes or evaluate their impact summatively. In the
followin% section, we can comment on our data thus far in
terms O groject outcomes; however, one of the basic assump-
tions we have made is that the best way to teach students to
be reflective is to infuse instruction throughout the
program and to provide many cpportunities to practice reflec-
tive problem solving. We cannot fairly evaluate the effect
of infusion until we have a group of student teachers who
have been introduced to the conceptual framework and reflec-
tive problem-solving activities throughout their program.

A.  Learner: We anticipated that our students would be
critically reflective about instructional, curricular, and

36

L .". 38




contextual aspects of teaching and that this reflectivity

would be evident in their problem-solving approach and
ability. According to NETWORK’s categories, this would be
considered primarily a performance outcome. It assumes basic
knowledge and understanding of the problem-solving strategy
they are taught. This broad reflective outcome will be
assessed through an instrument we are developing (see Appen-
dix IV). The more specific problem-solving goal will be as-
sessed through a rating instrument developed as part of the
Practice Profile (see Appendix IV). We have also asked
students to complete a two-question instrument pre and post
student teaching, asking "What knowledge/skills/attitudes

about teaching do you think will be/were most helpful to you
when student teaching? Where did you learn them?"

Comments from students in four semester trials of the
problem-solving activity indicate that engaging in the
situation analysis is effective in helping them to be more
confident about their ability to change a situation, and to
make more informed decisions. They are able to analyze their
thinking process and note when important changes in thinking
occur. Every student teacher has been able to complete the
activity successfully; however, faculty on the steering
committee and university supervisors have provided regular
feedback and Tﬁuidance and extensive direction and support in
four cases. us far, students have not been able to com-
piete the situation analysis activity independently. Our
impression is that the 1987-88 student teachers benefited
from introduction of the conceptual framework even thouﬁh it
was introduced only at the beginning of the student teaching
semester. We feel the major difference was in supervision
which incorporated the ideas of the conceptual framework.
Also, because the faculty and supervisors had more experience
with the activity and could anticipate problems, we were
able to structure the activity more effectively and provide
feedback in a way that encouraged reflection and conside-
ration of the elements of the conceptual framework. We
expect that the fall semester, 1988 students will be even
more successful since they have had a more systematic intro-
duction to the conceptual framework and several experiences
with reflective problem-solving activities during their
junior year.

B. ngnc_[_ﬁdnm_qn_ﬁag;_lu The following outcomes were
anticipated in the instructional practices of the teacher
education faculty:

a) acceptance of a common conceptual framework for
program development

b) explanation and modeling of reflective problem
olving in the professional education courses
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¢) incorporation of reflective problem-solving ac-
tivities in coursework

As documented earlier in this report, the Teacher
Education faculty formally adopted the conceptual framework
as part of the program in the fall of 1987. Several faculty
have shared examples of activities they have introduced into
their courses to explain and model problem solving. Never-
the-less, we recognize that adopting the conceptual frume-
work in a formal way and integrating it into one’s thinking
and teaching are quite different. To encourage all Teacher
Education faculty to involve themselves in this effort,
implementation of the conceptual framework will be a regular
agenda item at Teacher Education Program meetings.

C.  School Faculty: We anticipated the following changes
in the knowledge and practices of school faculty so that
they could participate in implementing the program:

a) a willingness and ability to become explicit
teachers of (not just models for) CUA students

b) a willingness and ability to engage in reflective
supervision

¢) ownership of the program’s conceptual framework

d) an understanding of and commitment to reflective
problem solving

With the exception of Sidwell Friends School, the
outcomes for school faculty have met with only very limited
success. Teachers and administrators have joined the project
with enthusiasm and have, for the most pari, participated
with energy. They have been most cooperative about schedul-
ing meetings, although this was often difficult because of
conflicts between university and public school schedules.
They have come to meetings prepared and contributed many
excellent ideas and suggestions. However, we have found it
almost impossible to involve teachers very actively in
project activities, such as the school based problem-solving
groups or supervising the situation analysis project.

Building an effective collaborative relationship takes
time, energy, and effort. We have sucl: a relationship with
Sidwell Friends school, but that relationship was intact for
seven years before the pro%'ect began. That is the one case
where we have evidence of several teachers involving them-
selves in project activities such as attempting to become
explicit teachers rather than models for our students and
engaging in reflective supervision. In our other project
schools, only a few individual teachers have done so.

We believe we have begun to build a genuine collabor-
ative relationship with all the project schools. In spite
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of staff turnover much in excess of what we anticipated, all
the schools have made a commitment to continue in the
project. In an effort to streamline the time and effort

necessary to understand project goals and concepts we have
designed and are currently developing a Teacher Education
Program Handbook (see Amendix \ﬁ and training materials for
supervision (see Appendix III). We piloted these materials
with cooperating teachers in the fall semester, 1988.

Finally, we have expanded the group of participatin
schools from four to eight. Blessed Sacrament has agreed to
continue working with us, an additional MCPS school (Ashbur-
ton), and a second DCPS cluster (River Terrace and Smothers)
joined our collaborative project in the fall, 1988
semester. Initial orientation and planning meetings with the
new participants seem promising. Several teachers at dif-
ferent grade levels have attended these sessions and we hope
this expanded number of school sites will provide an
adequate pool of cooperating teachers who are familiar with
our program goals, expectations and operation.

D. QMMEMM At the institutional level
we anticipated the following outcomes:

a) refinement and acceptance of a broad, reflective
conceptual framework for the program

b) development of training sessions and instruments
for reflective supervision

The teacher education faculty has formally adopted the
conceptual framework and training materials were developed
and piloted in the fall semester, 1988. They will be revised
and refined as necessary.

IV. IN TIONALIZED ES OF THE IMP MENT PROJE

As a result of the improvement project, the design and
function of the Teacher Education Program is being sig-
nificantly altered. Just a few examples include: adoption
and incorporation of the conceJ)tual framework, implementation
of reflective supervision, revised comprehensive examination,
?rofessional school relationship with limited school sites
or student teaching. Because of the nature of the changes,
we anticipate that many will be "institutionalized" and wil
therefore be able to be maintained even without additional
funding. Our concern is related to the apparent need for
continual orienting and training of new participants. This
will certainly require the production of materials and
support for training. The grant funds enabled us to offer
stipends for participation and also supported training
workshops. As part of its commitment, the University sup-
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ported graduate credit for participation. Additional funding
will need to be identified for these efforts to continue.

V.  OVERALL STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES AND "LESSONS LEARNED"
Strengths and Weaknesses

The most effective aspects of the improvement project to
date are those related to redesign of the Teacher Education
Program (e.g, adoption of the conceptual framework; incor-
poration of reflective problem-solving activities in course-
work; revision of the comprehensive” examination).

The least effective elements are those related to
collaboration with schools. However, we do not believe this
lack of success is because of a lack of interest or unwil-
lingness to participate. As described above, we are de-
signing and developing materials which we expect will facili-
tate understanding of project goals and strategies so that it
will be possible for school faculty to participate more
actively with less time necessary for training.

l Learned by Monitoring Activit

The comprehensive examination included three components:
a problem-solving activity report, a review of the litera-
ture related to an individual student teacher’s problem, and
a description of the role of the teacher and the classroom
environment based on a synthesis of information and ex-
perience from coursework and field placements. Weekly
monitoring and guidance was available to students for the
first ?hasc, the individual problem-solving activity.
Specitic and systematic monitoring and guidance was provided
during the preparation of the other portions and the total
report. Two cohorts of elementary education student
teachers have completed the activity, In the fall, 1987
semester, seven of nine students successfully completed the
comprehensive examination by the February deadline. The
other two were given extensive feedback for revising portions
of the final regort which did not meet minimum requirements.
Results were identical in the fall, 1987 semester when that
group worked with the revised activity. One elementary
education student teacher completed the activity in the
spring, 1988 semester. For this trial, we incorporated
addiuonal changes and mnodified supervision somewhat.

Drs. Valli, Taylor, and Blum took responsibility for
developing this alternative comprehensive examination and for
supervising students as they completed cach phase. Dr.
Ciriello has Hlayed a crucial role in revision and super-
vision as well. Students demonstrated that, with guidance,
they could engage in reflective problem identification a,.d
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problem-solving activities. In addition, they have demon-
strated their ability to integrate this expenence with
scholarly sources and prior experience from courscwork.

One section of the problem-solving activity report
required that students reflect on their thought process as
they worked through the problem-solving activity. Student
responses from this section of the report confirm that
students recognized that this assignment required a different
kind of thought process than a more conventional comprehen-
sive examination. Many noted their recognition of the
complexity of life in the classroom and tﬁreu usefulness of a
reflective approach to both instruction and management,
However, these students did not feel adequately prepared to
complete the activity independently.

The nrocess of developing and trying out the problem
solving-activity portion of the comprehensive examination was
accomFanied by the type of problems typical of the develop-
mental phase o. any endeavor. Tor example, in the fall 1986
trial, we were not able to give students a comprehensive set
of directions for the activity at the beginning of the
semester. Directions for components of the activity needed
to be modified from time to time. In the fall, 1987 trial,
we resolved some of the initial problems, but we introduced
the conceFtual framework and could spend only a very limited
amount of time trying to familiarize students with it.

Supervisors reported that the student teachers found
that trying to complete assignments related to the problem-
solving activity was sometimes confusing. Until they reached
the later phases of the activity (solution trial and report
writing) several students had difficulty understanding the
relationship between the problem-solving activity and other
aspects of the field placement. In addition, supervisors
reported considerable anxiety about the responsidiiity for
supervising this activity since they were not entirely clear
about directions and/or expectations for the assignment.
This anxiety was relieved as supervisors worked with the
problem-solving activity and conce%ual framework. In fact,
one of the university supervisors, Ms. Favo, has played a
major role in revising the activity guidelines, designin
supervision strategies, and developing training materials.

In the following summary are lessons lcarned from
analysis of the comprehensive examinations and the
problem-solving groups. They were developed during a series
of brainstormin mectin% in the summer of 1987 during which
Drs. Valli, Taylor, and Blum thought about the work they had
done in the school based problem-solving groups, on the
steering committee, and in the restructuring of the seniors’
comprehensive examination. The focus of the meetings was on
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obstacles to reflective problem solving. Steps taken to
overcome these obstacles are included.

A.  Comprehensive Examinations:

1. Students need more guidance in reflective problem
solving: in goal setting; situational analysis;
non linear thinking; normative thinking; and using
heuristic strategies like similarity, means/ends
analysis, working backwards and planning by simp-
lification. This lesson led to the development of
the conceptual framework and related activity
infusion throughout coursework.

2.  The problem-solving model we taugh* studepts might
be more appropriate for solving Problems in the
area of teaching and learning, It might be less
conducive for thinking about curriculum or subject
matter probiems, for political/ethical problems
like the wise use of authority relations, or for
larger social questions like how to provide for
more equity in a classroom. In fact, in subsequent
trials, university supervisors felt that students
who linked the problem-solving activity to thei:
teaching could benefit the most from it. The most
recent revision of the problem-solving activity
encourages students to select a problem reflected
in their lesson plan evaluations and work with the
problem-solving activity so that it is integrated
with other classroom planning and teaching ac-
tivities.

3.  Student teachers often want to be accepted in the
school environment, to model their cooperating
teachers, to handle problems immediately, rather
than reflectively, considering all alternatives
and the principles underlying them. This lesson
led to developing workshops and training materials
for supervisors and cooperating teachers. These
particpants are now better prepared to understand
and help implement program goals.

4,  There is still dichotomous thinking and working:
the university teaches the theoretical; the school
the practical. This creates a situation where
Frob em solving is less reflective than desirable,
ess able 10 bring all relevant knowledge to bear
on the situation. This lesson has led the CUA
faculty to develop a handbook which communicates to
field personnel, the program goals and instruc-
tional priorities.
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10.

11.

It is possible that weaker student teachers need
cooperating teachers who tell, model, coach and
give feedback, rather than encourage reflective
self analysis. This lesson led to workshops
focused on developmental supervision.

The structure of student teaching, a fourteen week
internship, promotes the goal of putting in time
rather than becoming a reflective practitioner.
Perhaps the termination of student teaching should
coincide with specific accomplishments rather than
a specific date. No action has been taken on this
lesson as yet.

Too often student teachers’ thinking does not
change through their observations. Novices might
need more outside intervention to shape the situa-
tion in a problematic way to help them see it
differently. This lesson led to the development
of the conceptual framework and related course
activities.

Novices are not likely to question the established
structures and procedures in a classroom as part

of the problem (e.g., too many reading groups,
line-up procedures, boy/girl seating divisions).

Their initial reaction 1S to see problems within
individual students. This lesson led to including
the four commonplaces in the conceptual framework.

Novices either have an inadequate knowledge base
or do not know how to draw upon or transfer it to
a concrete sitvation (e.g., transitions, teacher
expectations, second language problems). This
lesson led to including specific directions within

the situation analysis activity which guide stu-

dents to think about other situations where they
encountered similar situations or prior coursework
which addressed them.

Supervisors and cooperating teachers are not
familiar enough with CUA’s Teacher Education
Program to assist with the transfer of knowledge
in reflective groblem solving. This lesson led to
the writing of a program handbook and developing
training sessions.

Students have a hard time understanding that
educational reality can be interpreted f om con-
flicting paradi%ms (probably evidence of a lack of
emphasis in the program). This results in an "add
on" approach to problem solving--attempting
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multiple solutions with little internal consis-
tency. This lesson led to the inclusion of the
dilemmas dimension of the conceptual framework.

B. h ed -Solvi

1.  The problem-solvin‘g rL'%roups did not provide an
apparent way to link theory to practice, to te
collaboratively reflective, or to consider norma-
tive issues. They were partially experienced as a
university imposition--not the way teachers nor-
mally go about their activities, This lesson led
to acquainting cooperating teachers with the
program’s conceptual framework and abandoning the
school based problem-solving groups. Instead, we
asked cooperating teachers to assist student
teachers with identifying and resolving their
classroom problems,

2. School structures (little planning time, isolated
work, mandated policies and curriculum) work
against practitioners seeing issues and problems
comprehensively. We have not addressed this
obstacle yet, but intend to continue to work with
cur project schools in the direction of the Holmes
Group’s professional development schoc! concept.

3. To a certain extent, the schools were "putting
their best face forward" for the university and
one another. A level of trust and acceptance has
not vet been established which is needed for truly
collaporative problem solving. We hope this will
naturally resolve itself as we continue to work
with project schools.

4.  Differences in instit"tioral cultures were proble-
matic. Some clas om teachers regarded universiiy
faculty as too caught up in theory and unrealistic
ideas, some university faculty regarded classroom
teachers as too caught up in the immediate. We
hope this will be resolved as we continue to work
with project schools.

VL. PRODUCTS AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES

Various types of materials have been produced in support
of or as a result of project activities. Over the three year
period, we have developed and refined a guide and rating
scale to assist student teachers in their action
research/problem-solving activity (see Appendix II). Perhaps
even moie basic to our program, we evelo¥ed a conceptual
framework which has been adopted by the Teacher Education
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faculty and is being integrated into each course in thz
professional education sequence (see Appendix I). We are
currently designing a research plan to assess students
conceptual level as a result of their introduction to the
conceptual framework and reflective problem-solving activi-
ties see Appendix IV). Fairly early in the project, we com-
pleted a selective literature review of supervision

articles, comparing the findings and recommendations to our
project goals and e)?)erience. (This literature review was
submitted with the July, 1987 Progress Rﬂ)ort and Implemen-
tation Plan and as Appendix VI of the March, 1988 Progress
Report.) The literature review helped initiate design an
development of training maierials for supervisors and
cooperating teachers (see Appendix III). In order to address
the need for continuing tralmng and orier:ing of Tpartici-

pants in our program we are developing a new Teacher Educa-
tion Program Handbook and observation/assessment instruments
(see A_Fpendix V). As a reference tool, we have compiled the
CUA Teacher Education Improvement Project Report Bibliography
included with this report. It contains all references cited

in our improvement project’s reports. Finally, twvo papers

were presented: Linda Valli and Nancy Taylor, "Reflective
Teacher Education: A Process/Content Model," paper presented
at the Reflective Teacher Education Conference, Houston, TX,
October 1987; and Linda Valli, "Collaboration for Transfer of
Learning: Preparing Pre-Service Teachers," paper presented

at the Association of Teacher Educators (ATE), San Diego, CA,
February 1988. (Copies of these papers were submitted as
Appendix VII and Appendix VIII of the March, 1988 progress
report.) A third article, "Beginning Teacher Problems

Suggest Areas for Preservice Program Improvement" is in

Q/rﬁgress for submission t¢ Teaching Education (see Appendix

Professional educators and organizations (e.g., NCATE,
AACTE) working on the knowledge base in teacher education
should be interested in the conceptual framework and problem-
solving approach we are developing through this project.

Often the knowledge base is defined in vague, narrow, or
technical (e.g, competencies) terms. The conceptual frame-
work we have developed is fairly unique in including reflec-
tive and normative aspects of teaching as an explicit part
of the knowledge base.

The interest in reflective teacher education is indi-

cated by NETWORK organizinF Xanels around the theme of
reflection at recent meetings of ATE, AACTE, and AERA and by
the University of Houston hosting a working meeting of OERI
gfojects last October. This suggests (or might create)

rther interest among teacher educators in focusing on
reflection as a major theme. Small elementary education
programs should be particuiarly interested in our
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project’s infusion approach (having the same broad goals
span the entire J;ro essional education sequence). That is
Fenerally. more difficult to accomplish (or even attempt) at
arge universities.

VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHERS

Implications for others are implied or embedded through-
out this final report, particularly under outcomes and
lessons learned. This section will summarize those implica-
tions under each of our three project goals:

A, ilita: * Transfer of

iversi sroom: Transfer of learning is dif-
ficult for everyone, particularly beginners. Our project ex-
Feriences supﬁprt research findings that professional know-
edge of teaching is more likely to influence practice if a
number of conditions obtain: if universities and schools
have common expectations; if frequent supervisory feedback is
iven and focuses on pedagogical issues raised in courses; if
aculty and cor}perating teachers model desired behavior and
thinking; and if theory is immediately related to practice.
These ai» the implications for others. The way in which we
attempted to provide these conditions, our successes and
failures, are described in detail in the article "Col-
laboration for Transfer of Learning", included in the March,
1988 progress report.

B. ' ¢ ork i -Servi
Teachers are Urged to Actively Reflect About Both Technical

' i ing: Experience with our
pre-service students again supports research findings: new
teachers want to be told what to do, want to imitate tprac~
tice, and want to focus on narrow, technical aspects o
teaching. The lessons we finally learned from that are
implications for other programs. First, officially incor-
porating a program goal on normative aspects of schooling is
essential. However, students will not automatically consider
ethical and political implications. Although David Hursh’s
recent dissertation (University of Wisconsin, Madison 1988)
suggests that student teachers cannot consider classroom
phenomenon apart from ethical aspects, they need guidance in
doing so in a more logical, thorough and systematic manner,
We found that adopting a conceptua. framework which included
normative aspects of schooling tc be helpful. Other programs
might find other strategies.

Second, the implementation of this approach must be
consistently monitored. Even though everyone agrees thut the
very "heart of teaching is moral" amazingly little attention
is paid to ethical and political issues in teacher education
programs or research. Some even argue, with little evidence,
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that neophytes can only focus on technical issues, Our
profession, like our society, has a deeply embedded technical
orientation. The implication of this is that implementing a
reflective teacher education program which focuses on cthical
considerations will be more difficult than implementing other
kinds of programs. Those responsible for the program must
find ways to sustain interest and commitment.

C. To Create the Types of School Environments Which Will
Facilitate S 1s’ Professional Growth: This was

the most difficult goal to achieve. If changes in individual
thinking and behavior are hard to bring about, changes in
institutional life are almost impossible. Our project
experience has implicatious for the concept of professional
development schools proposed by the Holmes Group and others.
Univessity faculty are generally not directly involved in the
daily operations for elementary and secondary schools. They
are, therefore, not in the best position to effect institu-
tional change. If particular types of school environments
are desired for student teacher placements, schools should be
found with a propensity for that climate. It is unrealistic
to think that those changes will occur as a result of a
student teachin§ program in a school. That program is too
small a part of school life. University influence can help
foster a particular orientation--in our case, reflective
teaching--but it cannot create an orientation not already
present, however tacit or incipient. We also discovered

that the presence of one or two practitioners with close

ties *o the university program or faculty is extremely

helpful in developing and sustaining a collaborative
relationship.
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PROJECT DEMOGRAPHICS

Stugent Characteristics: Undergraduate elementary education majors; cohort

size 10-15; three cohorts involved: sophomores, juniors and seniors.,

Teacher Characteristics: Six university faculty involved from the areas of

curriculum, supervision, reading, human development, educational psychology
and foundations. Approximately 10 cooperating teachers from gfades 1-6 and

university supervisors involved,

School/District Characteristics: We are working primarily with four schools: an

independent Quaker school; a Catholic archdiocesan school; a public school in

a large suburban district; and a public school in a large urban district.

Program Characteristics: Level: Undergraduate elementary education; Program

Orientation: Reflective Problem~Solving
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IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

Costs: $30,000 - $40,000 annually

Training: Thrze, two-hour meetings with new supervisors, cooperating teachers
and faculty. One hour weekly meeting for continued implementation and

improvement,

Materials/Equipment: Photocopied articles; supervision booklets from ASCD; CUA

Teacher Education Program Handbook.

Personnel: Part-time field placement coordinator needs additional time for

handbook. development, supervisor training, etc.

Organizational Arrangewents: Needs two large adjacent classrooms at the

university for monthly meetings.

Cooperative Arrangements: (onsistent group of cooperating schools and classroom

teachers who commit to the program for several years.
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COMPONENTS FOR PRACTICE PROFILE

(1 = 1deal; 2 = acceptable; 3 = unacceptable)

MAINTAINING PARTNERSHIPS: (for faculty, supervisors, & cooperating teachers)

A.

B.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(1)

(2)

(4)

Attends and is prepared for orientation, supervision or teacher
education meetings by doing readings, questionnaires, sample
assignments, etc.

Attends and is prepared for some supervision, orientation, or teacher
education meetings.

Attends no meetings.

Takes initiative in finding ways to regularly implement aspects of the
reflective problem~solving approach in classes and/or supervision of
students and encourages others to do the same.

Uses assignments, supervision, content, strategies, etc. in keeping
with the program”s reflective problem-solving approach when directed.

Discourages a reflective problem~-solving approach in classes and/or

supervision of students.
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INSTRUCTION: (for faculty, supervisors, cooperating teachers)

A. (1) Takes every appropriate occasion to give assignments which use
conceptual framework language.
(2) Gives assignments which use conceptual framework language, but only
when urged or assisted, or when the opportunity is self-evident.

(3) Never gives assignments which use conceptual framework language.,

B. (1) Reconceptualized courses around the reflective problem-solving
orientation and conceptual framework of the program.
(2) Partially revised courses around the reflective problem~solving
orientation and conceptual frameworrk of the program.
(3) Did not revise courses around the reflective problem-solving

orientation and conceptual framework of the program.

C. (1) Takes every appropriate opportunity to provide students with reflective
problem solving practice.

(2) Provides students with opportunities to practice reflective problem
solving, but only when urged or assisted, or when the opportunity is
self-evident.

(3) Never provides students with opportunities to practice reflective

problem solving.

D. (1) Encourages students to be reflective through journal assignments,
higher order questioning, case analyses, etc.
(2) Encourages studerts to be reflective but without support or direction.

(3) Never encourages students to be reflective.




E.

F.

G,

He

(1)

(2)
(3)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(1)

(2)

(3)

Takes every appropriate opportunity to model and explain reflective
problem solving behavior.
Occasionally models reflective problem solving behavior,

Never models reflective problem solving behavior.

Takes every appropriate opportunity to use the coaching guide to assist
and evaluate students in identifying and acting upon a problem
situation.

Uses the coachirg guide to assist and evaluate students, but only when
urged or assisted.

Never nses the coaching guide Lo assist or evaluate students.

On a weekly basis, gives student teachers oral and wfitten feedback on
situation analysis activity to encourage reflection and use of the
conceptual framework.

Sporadicully gives student teachers written or oral feedback on
situation analysis activity.

Never gives student teachers feedback on situation analysis activity.

Takes every appropriate occasion tu use conceptual framework language
in teaching and feedback to students.

Uses conceptual framework language in teaching and feedback to
students, but only when urged or assisted, or when the opportunity is
self evident.

Never uses conceptual framework language in teaching and feedback to

studerts,
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STUDENT EVALUATION: (for students in the program)

A. (1) Analyzes problem using all aspects of the conceptual framework (e.g.
across all commonplaces, at three levels of reflection, from different
dilemma perspectives).

(2) Analyzes problem using some aspects of the conceptual framework.

(3) Does not use the conceptual framework in analyzing problems.

B. (1) Generalizes from concrete instances of the problem to an inclusive
statement of the problem.
(2) Recoguizes, with coaching, instances of a problem sitaution, but cannot
generalize.,

(3) Cannot recognize or coherently express an educational problem.

C. (1) Generates a plausible and related set of effects, causes and solutions
to the problem.
(2) Generates, with coaching, plausible and related effects, causes and
solutions to a problem.

(3) Cannot coherently analyze a problem.

D. (1) Implements & reflectively evaluates the success of a solution trial
before deciding upon subsequent action.
(2) Implements solution trials with difficulty and on a limited basis.

(3) Cannot successfuly implement solutions,

Es. (1) Independently identifies and relates pertinent research and theory to
the problem.
(2) With coaching, identifies and relates pertinent research and theory :o

the problem.




(3) Cannot relate pertinent research and theory to the problem.

F. (1) Independently relates the problem solving activity :o her or his '
educational philosophy.,
(2) With coaching relates the problem solving activity to her or his
educational philosophy.

(3) Cannot relate the problem solving activity to her or his educational

philosophy.
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An increasing number of teacher educators (Berlak and Berlak, 1981;
Zeichner, 1983) are arguing for inquiry-oriented teacher education programs.
Their arguments are based on the beliefs that reflective teaching is possible
and that teachers should develop habits of consciously informed rather than
impulsive or imitative action. Those who promote reflective teaching argue for

teacher empowerment within a self-renewing profession (Wildman and Niles,
1987).

But the question is stiil contested as to whether or not pre-service
teacher education programs can help students become reflective practitioners.
This article addresses that question by analyzing written products of stuldents
who experienced a problem solving orientation to reflective practice during
their student teaching semester.

The students were undergraduate elementary education majors in a four-year
bachelor”s degree program at the Catholic University of America. They were all
women in their early twenties. Data were collected from two cohorts of seniors;
nine graduated in 1987 and eight in 1988. The data included 1) essays written
by these students describing a problem solving activity required di u.ng student
teaching; 2) a questionnaire in which the student teachers evaluated that
experience; and 3) a questionnaire in which three university supervisors
evaluated the experience. Thirteen of the seventeen students and three out of
four supervisors returned the questionnaire.

Before addressing the question as to whether or not teacher education

programs can help students be reflective, the term "reflection'" will be defined

and a description given of the instructional content and processes used in the
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teacher education program at CUA to promote this quality. This is necessary
since reflection means different things to different practitioners.

For Cruickshank (1985) and his colleagues, reflection i{s the retrospective
comparison of the effectiveness of different teaching strategies. For Schon
(1987) it is the process of thinking in and on action. Reflection-in-action is
necessary because teachers, like other professionals, face situations which are
unique or in which appropriate action is uncertain or made problematic by value
conflicts,

Zeichner and Liston (1987) draw on Dewey”s concept of "reflective action"
to characterize the elementary stuﬁent—teaching program at the University of
Wisconsin, Madison: "the active, persistent, and careful consideration of any
belief or suppposed form of knowledge in light of the grounds that support it
and the consequences to which it leads" (p. 24). The program prompts students
to see both teaching and its value-laden contexts as problematic. At the
University of Florida, reflection is defined as "a way of thinking about
educational matterc that involves the ability to make rational choices and to
assume responsibility for those choices" (Ross, forthcoming).

The CUA program uses Berlak and Berlak’s (1981) definition of reflection:
the ability to stand apart from the self to critically examine one”s actions
and the context of those actions for the purpose of a more consciously driven
mode of professional activity, as contrasted with action based on habit,
tradition, or impulse. The following are regarded as necessary components and

evidence of a reflective orientation:

)
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1) relating knowledge (albeit research, theory or experiential) to

practice

2) analyzing one”s own teaching and the school context for the purpose of

transformative action

3) viewing a situation from multiple perspectives (e.g. different

theoretical perspectives or perspectives of different participants)

4) seeing alternatives to and consequences of one”s actions

5) understanding the broad social and moral embeddedness of teaching.

In other words, reflection would not be evidenced merely by asking a lot
questions or by nc..owly evaluating the comparative effectiveness of one’s
teaching strategies. It must be linked to action, be broad in scope, and
normatively oriented. '

During the first two years of an OERI teacher education improvement
project, changes were made in the undergraduate elementary education program to
promote reflective teaching. These changes included using classroom instruction
to promote inquiry, communicating program goals to supervisors and cooperating
teachers, and modeling reflective teaching.

In the first year of the project, for example, the purpose of the social
foundations course was to have students answer the question: What is the basic
problem of schools today? To do that they discussed five aspects of
controversial issues: the precipitating situation, the historical context, the
philosophical issues, the social impact, and the impact on the teaching

proSession.

Tn the Introduction to Elementary Education course, which includes a

practicum cxperience, the instructors primarily used a discovery mode of

teaching. So for the class on their school”s philosophy, students interviewed

67



one of the school”s personnel, presented reasons why that person was most
important to the school, and determined whether those reasons were consistent
with the school”s philosophy. Students then discussed uow the school carried
out its philosophy, how it did not, and what they thought all good schools and
teachers had in common,

University supervisors and cooperating teachers were asked to help student
teachers make their own decisions and evaluate themselves., The junior practicum
evaluation form was rewritten with this ir mind. Cooperating ceachers were also
ask :d to explain their classroom actions, decisions, and reasoning to student
teachers, so that students would f?cus on teacher thinking not just teaching
behaviors.,

The most substantial and systématic change was in t'ie student teaching
semester, Students were required to engage in an action research project. They
were given a set of observation activities and taught a problem solving mode of
reflection. During the first three weeks of student teaching, students kept a
journal, reflecting on events which seemed important, interesting, or
troublesome. A set of questions guided their writing, and supervisors gave oral
and written feedback. During the remaining eight to ten weeks, students engaged
in a problem solving activity. They selected a situation in their classroom
which they worked to improve through a process of data gathering, analyzing,
re-defining, solution generating, evaluating, and reflecting. They were
required to find literature relevant to their problem and to relate their work
to what they had previously learned about educational philosphies, child and

cognitive development, instructional and organizational strategies, etc.
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Student Reflections on Reflectivity

Student evaluations of the problem solving activity were the first data
source analyzed for =2vidence of reflective orientations. Questions relevant to
the focus of this paper were: Did the problem solving activity change the way
you think about teaching? The way you think about yourself as a teacher? Did it
change the way you see school or classroom problems? What were positive and
negative aspects of using problem solving as a way of understanding and
affecting 1ife in classrooms? Supervisors were asked the same set of questions
(esg. Did the activity change the way your student teachers thought about
teaching?) '

Responses were summarized by question and analyzed for common themeses Five
themes emerged across the first four questions. Of the thirteen students who
responded, eleven claimed that the problem solving activity increased their
awareness of the classroom context. Nine said it helped them value and use an
organized mode of thinking. Seven experienced an increase in self-confidence.
Five students said they became more aware of the importance and availability of

resources, and four discussed the importance of self-analysis.

Context Awareness: This category contained far more responses than the

others. A number of students alluded to this benefit of the problem solving
activity in response to more than one question. They used phrases like
increased my ewareness, made me more observant, saw all factors, became more
alert, and got a bigger picture of the problem. Students began to question
thelr first impressions of a situation, realizing that they had to go beyond
surface impressions, that their initial judgments could be based on faulty
assumptions, that they tended initially to blame students for problems, that

situations needed constant diagnosis ard re-examination.

69



This questioning of initial impressions was linked to the problem solving
requirement that students focus on a specific situation, generate deeper and
more probing questions, examine the broader classroom, school, and social
context for influences on the problem, expand their range of causes and
solution strategies, and consider both positive and negative consequences of
their solution strategies. Student teachers claimed that by doing
these things they were better able to see the inter-relationship of factors.
They said that by using this hilistic approach, they developed a more thorough,
relational, and critical perspective. The importance of understanding pupils”
perspectives and being involved w{th one”s students was discussed, as‘'well as
the possibility of enlisting the class to solve problems. As one studlent
teacher said, "The teacher in conjunction with his/her students make up the
classroom. They really need to work together." This suggests a view of teaching
and learning as a "we" rather than an "I/them" relation.

A few other comments fell into this category. One student said that she
bacame more realistic “~hat problems will exist. Others said they became more
aware that problems aren”t simply solved, that they are not always the
teacher”s fault, but that even if solving a particular problem is beyond the
teacher”s ability, that things can still be done to improve classroom

conditions.

Organized Thinking: The previous category included statements about

increased awareness of the multiplicity and relatedness of seemingly isolated
classroom phenomena. This category suggests that the student teachers valued
the problem solving activity as helping them consider these phenomena in a
systematic, logical way. One student said she became more critical and logical

in confronting problems. Others said the activity enabled them to gain some
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distance on a problem, to "pull away" and thus become less biased and more
reflective. Some students positively contrasted this structured way of looking
at classrooms to a trial and error mode of practice. They said that although
much of teaching was "thinking on your feet", they realized the benefit of a
systematic process to analyze situations. One student added, "I also learned
that it is okay to try things out in a classroom even if you are not 100%
positive they will work....the smallest strategy could eventually improve a
situation,"

Self-Confidence: This category pulled together statements about the

problem solving activity’s affectiye influence. The activity seems to have
imparted, to at least half of the students, increased self-confidence and a
sense of efficacy. Students said tﬁey became more confident, more aggressive,
more capable of handling problems. They said that they realized problems could
be overcome and that they did not always have to rely on others to solve their
problsas. One student called the problem solving activity a "coping strategy"
and another said that negative situations did not have to be accepted as a
necessary part of classroom life.

Resources: A fourth benefit students identified was an increased awarness
that resources were imporcant and available in dealing with classroom problems.
As resources, students mentioned literature, knowledge, past learning,
experience, feedback, other”s opinions, and the school”s professional staff.
One student said she realized the need to keep up on current ideas, trends and
strategies; a second thought the process would have a "greater effect when it
1s done with a group." As she said, '"Many minds generate ideas, bouncing them

back and forth." One student who said that "knowing that I will be able to find

71



support and much literature eases many of my worries'" added that she would
still have to "work on instinct and others” opinions."

Self-Analysis: The fifth category, mentioned by only four students, was

the importance of self evaluation and self awareness. Students said the
activity helped them clarify their goals and philosophy of education, that it
broadened their sense of responsibility; including the responsibility to meet
the needs of individual studerts.

It is my responsibility to be reflective...and not to become irustrated

and blame it (a problem) all on the ability or personality of the

student(s)essssthe teaching Profession goes hand in hand with

perseverance and an acknowledgment of each child”s potential to perform,

to a certain extent, succeséfully. As a teacher I must persevere and use

my experience and wisdom to find that "certain extent" of each child.

Is there evidence in these self reports that the problem solving activity
helped students be reflective? Of the five indicators of reflectivity outlined
at the beginning of this article, students claimed to do much of the first
four. Many students referred to the importance of various sources of
knowledge--research, theory, experiential--in guiding, clarifying and
reinforcing their thinking. While recognizing the availability of outside
resources, students seemed to appropriately balance the value of these
recourses with the continued need for self-reliance, instinct, and thinking on
their feet. A few discussed the importance of reflective self-analysis, of
looking at a situation from the students” perspective, and of thinking about
negative consequences to solution strategies before trying them out.
Though there was some discussion of analyzing the school rontext, most

references to the school were about available resources. The school context was
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generally taken-for-granted. Students seldom spoke of the need or possibility
nf changing the institution. They focused on classroom or interpersonal factors
within the institution, yet even within the classroom routines such as linne up
procedures, seating arrangements, and the number of reading groups were often
left unquestioned. Students also gave little attention to the broad social and
moral aspects of teaching.

Supervisor Observations on Reflectivity

The written reports of their problem solving activities, as well as
written feedback from the three supervisors, revealed similar patterns of
reflective outcomes. Each of the stervisor evaluation questionnaires was
analyzed according to a) the five criteria for reflection listed at the
beginning of the paper and b) the five outcomes students mentioned in their
evaluation of the activity.

Increased awareness of the classroom context, improved self-confidence,
and more organized thinking were the three areas most strongly confirmed by the
supervisors. Regarding context awareness, supervisors said that the problem
solving activity helped students see the big picture, the 'complex environment
of the classroom." They learned that teaching was not 'solely presenting
information, but motivating, challenging and controlling groups of
individuals." They realized that teaching was not "a simple activity easily
managed by almost anyone"; that it was a delicate balance of attending to both
individual and group needs. The activity forced students teachers to look at
all aspects of a problem, especially the "non-intuitive," rather than settle
for simplistic explanations and questionable solutions.

While this initial expansion of their classroom focus added to student

teachers” feelings of being overwhelmed by the scope of their responsibility as
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teachers, that stage was quickly transcended. Supervisors said the activity
helped students work through these feelings by forcing them to use a
congistent, structured approach which made "monumental tasks manageable."
Learning how to think about problems in a systematic way increased students”
sense of efficacy. The supervisors used the expressions "confidence" and
"empowerment." Student teachers gained confidence because they learned they
could improve the classroom enviroment. This turned their "reactions" into
"actions" and prevented them from "succumbing to discouragement."

In addition to these major themes agreed upon by all three, individyal
supervisors mentioned a number of qther reflective outcomes to the problem
solviag activity. One said the activity helped them realize that they could
draw upon school resources to benefit students, and forced them to explore
alternatives, evaluate themselves, 'nd develop methods for improving their
weaknesses. Another supervisor claimed the activity forced students to question
the status qﬁo, be more openminded about ways to improve the classroom, see
that there is no "one best way to meet all challenges,'" and seek ideas by
reading and asking advice. The third supervisor added that the activity
intellectually stretched many students, but acdded that the activity only
changed those students who put a great deal of thought into the assignments.
But one of the other supervisors had a more optimistic perspective, claiming
that "if the student teacher is even minimally cooperative there must be some
change in their thinking after this experience."

Reflective Evidence in Problem Solv!ng Papers

The last data source analyzed for evidence of students” reflective
orientations was the final written report of their problem solving activities.

Of the ~eventeen problem situations students chose to work on in their

w4
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classrooms, eight dealt with the quality of student work and six with off-task,
disruptive behavior. Sometimes the problem was with an individual, sometimes a
small group, and on occasion, the entire class. In many cases, work quality and
cff-task behavior were analyzed as related problems. Work quality problems
1ncluded transfer students, bi-lingual students, and primary level students
lacking expected organizational, language, or motor skills. In addition to
these fourteen, one student teacher tackled problems with a school district”s
competency based curriculum. Another analyzed the problems she was having
organizing and pacing her teaching, aud the final student focused on a sex
equity issue in her classroom. '

The guidelines for the problem solving report embody aspects of our
operational definition of reflectivify. For example, students aust describe the
context in which the problem situation occurred (#2). They must discuss
pcssible causes, effects and solutions, suggesting a solution for each possible
cause and explaining hypothetical advantages and disadvantages for each.
Afterwards, they must evaluate their solution attempts, documenting change,
student response, etc. (#4). When students have completed the activity, they
are asked to discuss changes in their perception of the problem, solution
approaches, and their thinking in genecal (#2). They must also relate the
issues they dealt with to the professional literature (#1) and to their own
philosophy of teaching (#5).

Given these guldelines students were forced to follow, the problem solving
papers necessarily include evidence that the activity promoted reflectivity.
Therefore, students papers were not analyzed for these indicators, but for
1ssues which have particular salience for the research literature on reflection

and the problems of beginning teachers. Two of those issues will be deait with




12

here: student ability to relate professional knowledge to practice, and their
ability to consider competing perspectives.

Professional Knowledge: Much literature is devoted to the ineffectiveness

of the professional preparation of teachers (Veenman, 1984). Images of their
own teachers and the concrete behavior of cooperating teachers are apparently
much more powerful than abstract notions of teaching presented in university
courses. Lortie (1975) calls this mode of teacher socialization the
“"apprenticeship of observation." Speaking more generally about reconstructing
ideas and beliefs which have been unconscicusly internalized, Paul (1987)
discusses the problem of "inert knpwledge." He claims that children and adults
fail to 'transfer the knowledge they learn in school to new settings because
they already have activated ideas and beliefs in place to use in those
settings" (134).

CUA students also copied the teaching they saw or had previously
experienced. Marsha, for example, quickly adopted her cooperating teacher’s
method of discipline. A first occasion of misbehavior resulted in the student’s
name being written on the board; a second occasion meant five points off the
following quiz. The university supervisor”s negative reaction to this mode of
discipline took Marsha by surprise. In her judgment, since the disciplinary
measure swiftly ended the misbehavior, it must be the right thing to do.

However, as the student teachers began to systematically analyze their
«lassrooms according to the problem solving procedures, the majority did 1ot
simply imitate their teachers or try any solution which crossed their minds.
Students explicitly drew upon concepts like lvical consequences and internal
motivation, or upon approaches to reading and direct instruction which were

stressed in coursework. Louise, for example, questioned the coumpetency based
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curriculum used in her school, where objectives were "taught and tested in the
same order" they were listed in the school district“s currlculum. She claimed
the objectives were not sequenced and were highly segmented, offering students
little opportunity to use their knowledge in other contexts. In her paper,
Louise discussed the problem of ''transfer of learning," studied in Psychology

of Education, which this created for students and decided to compensate for the

problem by teaching objectives in an "integrated" manner, a concept emphasized
in a number of her methods classes.

Louise also took exception to at the use of writing as punishment, |,
Although that practice was customafy in her classroom and throughout the
school, Louise attempted to implement a logical consequences approach to

discipline, an idea she had studied in Classroom Management :

I tried to move away from having the children write if they broke a
rule, and make the punishment fit the situation. For example, the class
would not be quiet and let me finiéh a spelling lesson. Instead of
making them write, I explained what their classwork would have been and
had them complete it at home along with the original homework.
Similarly, Chris analyzed and attempted to resolve problems of
irresponsible behavior from perspectives emphasized throughout her professional
preparation. She did not scold or punish students for not doing homework, not
bringing materials to class, or not following directions. Nor did she try to
instil) responsibility through externai motivators like stickers or candy.
Chris believed that one of the primary aims of schooling should be to
'"help students resolve problems and take responsibility for their own
behavior." She also obsevved that students displayed responsible behavior in

social activities. On the playground they cooperated with each other and
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followed game rules. "Students told me that they were used to solving problems
at play because when they play in the streets at home there are no adults
around to interfere and resolve conflicts."

This personal knowledge supported what Chris had learned in classes about
effective teachers using methods which "help students become actively involved
in the learning process," in setting their own learning goals, and in
developing an internal locus of control. Chris decided that if students could
resolve their problems in play, they could also resolve their learning
problems. Therefore, she engaged them in problem solving activities and guided
them through "the procedure of solying their own problems in order to create a
sense of responsibility in each." In other words, she selected to teach her
students the same type of reflective, self-analytic thinking and problem
solving she was learning as a student teacher.

This movement away from unreflectively mimicing observed teaching behavior
is best captured in the closing remarks of one of the student teachers. "If I
am to be a successful teacher, I think I am going to have to be more willing to
question the people who have authority over me. Not necessarily rebel aginst it
[the authority], but be willing to discuss the decisions that have been made
and my questions about them." This student had silently disagreed with her
cooperating teacher”s decision to 1limit use of core books in reading groups and
instead rely on basal readers and work sheets. The disagreement sprange in
large measure from the whole language, experience-based approach to reading
instruction she had learned the previous year.

Multiple Perspectives: As mentioned, many student teachers selected a

control problem to deal with. This focus is not surprising given the persistent

difficulties beginning teachers have with discipline and classroom disorder
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(Veenman, 1984). When students discussed the changes which oceurred in their
thinking as a result of this activity, a number claimed substantive shifts in
perspective. Pam, for instance, initially thought a student who was not doing
his work was simply lazy. She was particularly upset by this student since he
was disturbing the class ard her own concentration. However, she soon learned
that the problem was much more complex. "Disciplining Jimmy didn“t improve his
behavior or influence him to complete his work independently." Pam came to
realize that Jimmy needed help with assignments and that he had a strong need
for peer acceptance and teacher praise. He was not simply a lazy, recalcitrant
child. '

This change suggests a movement away from the egocentric thinking
characteristic of the first stage of teaching concerns: survival (Fuller and
Bown, 1975). Initially Pam was upset because Jimmy was disturbing her and
distracting her classroom; but her concern shifted to Jimmy“s learning and
emotional needs. Other student teachers similarly were able to adopt their
students” perspectives, mentioning the importance of discussing the problem and
possible solution strategies with the child and the importance of not
"misreading" a child.

Janet, for instance, worried about the constant reprimands one student
received. "From his eyes, it may look like he just can”t do anything right...."
About two of her other "problem" students, Jane wrote:

My view of the problem in each case shifted as well. Margaret was not a
“troublemaker” who needed to be straightened out, nor was Delores an
inherently bad child to have in class because she talked so much. Both
were vivacious and confident little girls who really just seemed to need

a little control in dealing with their problems. In both c¢. es, when the
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solution attempts shifted from teacher-oriented to student-oriented, a
change in behavior became apparent.

Related to this shift from teacher-centered to student-centered thinking
was a shift from a student control to an instructional focus. Initially many of
our student teachers viewed off task or misbehavior as strictly an issue of
controlling students better, somehow getting them to abid by the rules (e.g. by
taking off quiz points). However, many of them realized like Pam, that
misbehavior was not just the result of having bad or lazy children in the
classroom, that it might be caused by weak instruction or instruction which did
not match the learning needs or iqterests of their students.

For solution strategies to problems initially perceived as student
control, student teachers did not implement rules and punishment. Instead, they
taught their students organizational habits, provided for on-going remediation
and peer tutoring, worked on better transitions between activities, gave more
explicit directions, varied the mode of instruction in reading groups, spent
more time organizing their lessons, and attended to the distribution of
discussion and recitation questions. This shift in thinking supports Brennan
and Noffke”s (1988) contention that management and discipline concerns often
embody the '"whole area of teacher-studeut relationships" and provide a way to
help prospective teachers consider the interconnectedness and ethical base of
classroom issues (p. 6).

Implications

The research literature suggests that beginning teachers will have
difficulty being reflective (Wildman and Niles, 1987), that they do not see
classroom complexities the way experienced teachers do (Veenman, 1984), and

that they become more custodial and less student-centered in their attitudes



17

and behavior (Hoy, 1977; Wehlage, 1981). Research on beginning teachers also
indicates that the more discrepancies beginning teachers experience between the
school reality and the teacher education ideals, the more their attitudes
change in a conservative, authoritarian direction (Veenman, 1984).

The outcomes of this problem solving activity suggest that teacher
education programs can help overcome these problems. In keeping with
evaluations of other reflective programs (Korthagen, 1985; Zeichner and Liston,
1987), CUA students gave indication of being reflective, particularly about
classroom complexities. With guidance and feedback, they were able to weigh
alternatives; envision consequencgs, and view situations from alternative
perspectives. Instead of becoming more custodial and less student=-centered,
they did the reverse. The problem-éolving guidelines and supervisor support
appear to help them shift from survival to student concerns rather quickly.

When student teachers were placed in schools with the most discrepancy
"from their university preparation ideals, they did not adapt the behavioral
expectations of the school. Instead of using physical, instructional, or
arbitrary punishment for student misbehavior, they attempted to implement
logical consequences, provide more active and varied instruction, and look at
the problem from the students” perspectives. Instead of teaching an objective
driven and fragmented curriculum, they found ways to teach and relate
objectives across subject matter boundaries.

Had these students experienced these problems as first year teachers
without university support, they might have exhibited the same conservative
adjustment pattern found in other studies. The key variable here might well be

the university contact in the form of supervisors and problem-solving
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guidelines which enumerated expectations (e.g. analyze the problem from the
viewpoint of all participants).

Whether or not these findings persist into the first year of teaching
remains to be seen. Evaluations of a reflective teacher education program in
the Netherlands do, however, indicate that graduates benefit from and continue
to use their reflective preparation: "more than 50% of the respondents reported
learning effects of reflective teaching and directing one”s own growth"
(Korthagen, 1985, p. 13). Former students say they engage in self-analysis, are
confident, learn from their experience and mistakes, and continually ask
themselves "why". '

But the research findings presented here also suggest that some aspects of
reflection might be harder to teach than others. Students could relate past
learning to the specific problems they had selected only with considerable
assistance and prompting. Discussion of educational theories and approaches
often was done in an "add on'" manner, as though there were total consistency
auwong conflicting approaches to education. Although they could often see the
difference between a student and a teacher perspective and reframe their
problem accordingly (MacKinnon, 1987), they could seldom see competing
perspectives in the professional literature. And although some students spoke
of the importance of self-analysis, the evidence was that they generally used
theory and research to justify their ideas rather than to modify them.
Moreover, students generally failed to question the social context of schooling
and to consciously consider normative aspects of schooling.

An initial analysis of the difficulties student teachers were having with
reflection indicated that the reflecive goals of the program might be better

achieved through the introduction of a conceptual framework which made
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explicit the content and process of reflection we were promoting, Principles
from cognitive psychology (Perkins, 1987) suggest that.conceptual frameworks
work like scaffolds. They are artificial structures which enable students to
process and organize information at more advanced levels than they could carry
out independently. Frameworks can help students organize information and make
connections across course content in ways which otherwise would be unavailable
to them. Garman (1984) has also argued that for supervision purposes, teachers
and supervisors need a common language or framework which pictures teaching in
a manageable way. .

The three dimensional conceptyal framework developed for the CUA teacher
education program responds to a number of the reflective problems the student
teachers were having. The intent is to use the framework as a common language
and structure for reflection throughout course and field assignments. These
dimensions are also used in a variety of ways in other reflective teacher
education programs (Posner, 1985; Zeichner and Liston, 1987).

The first dimension of the framework is Schwab”s (1973) four commonplaces
of aducation. As Schwab points out, every teaching situation has four features
or commonplaces: a teacher, someone (or something, like a computer) which

instructs; a learner, an individual or group whom the teacher intends to

instruct; subject matter, the knowledge, skills, values, attitues or ideas

which are presented, negotiated or shared; and the context, the social and
physical space in which teaching occurs (Posner, 1985), This would include the
facilities, norms, expectations, etc. of the classroom, the school, the local
community and the broader society.

This dimension was selected as a way to encourage a comprehensive :nd

relational analysis of all aspects of classroom life; as a way to encou''age
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student teachers to consider all potential causes and effects of classroom
problems; and as a way of discouraging student teachers from identifying
problem sources in individual students. Anecdotal feedback from supervisors
indicates that student teachers who use this dimension in their problem solving
seem‘to more quickly perceive that the classroom is not stable, but a socially
constructed environment which they can and (at times) should change.

The second dimension of the framework is Berlak and Berlak”s (1981) idea
of dilemmas of schooling. This concept allows students to see that control,
knowledge, learning, and motivational decisions are frequently a tradeoff
between competing goals. As the athors point out, the dilemma language "is an
effort to represent the thought and action of teachers as an ongoing dynaauic of
behavior and consciousness within barticular institutional contexts of schools"
(1981: 111). It is a way of examining tensions in teachers, situations, and
soclety. These tensions exert contradictory pulls which teachers must resolve
as they go about the business of teaching.

The program goal is to use the idea of dilemmas to help students examine
alternative positions and courses of action more consciously, to realize the
need for sound judgment in deciding whether or not to embark on a particular
course of action. This dimension should diminish "add on" thinking and promote
self-analysis. If students are exposed to alternative postions they should be
more able and willing to use evidence to modify rather than merely justify
their thinking.

The third dimension is Van Manen”s (1977) notion of three levels of
reflectivity: the technical, interpretive and critical. These levels describe
different ways of and reasons for examining educational phenomena. Since

problem solving is often construed as a purely technical process, the second
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and third levels are particularly important in our program. For example,
guidelines for the problem solving activity now force students to describe how
they envision the situation in the ideal and to explain the educational and
social goals their activity is promoting. This dimension encourages students to
situate technical problems within their normative assumptions and implications.
Conclusion

Over the next year, the essays of students whose professional education
has stressed this conceptual framework will be compared with those analyzed for
this paper to determine whether or not the framework makes a difference in the
scope, content, and quality of ref}ection. Does the framework raise the quality
of reflective judgment? Help students question their own value assumptions?
Modify their opinions based on new evidence? Consider the ethical implications
of technical decisions?

There are further questions about reflection which need to be explored by
those involved in teacher education reform efforts. Is there a relationship
between the quality of reflection and the quality of teaching? Is a 1eflective
orientation sustained and developed in the beginning years of teaching? Are
graduates of reflective programs more or less satisfied with teaching than
graduates froh performance based programs (Flowers and Shearron, 1976)? Are
they more or less likely to stay in teaching? How do graduates from reflective
programs evaluate their programs? If they had a choice, would they want more
emphasis on reflection or on skill preparation (Korthagen, 1985)? Is technical
preparation a more solid foundation for reflective teaching than reflective
preparation? Or does concentration on skill inhibit the development of

reflective teachers?



22

References

Berlak, A., & Berlak, H, (1981). Diiemmas of schooling: Teaching and social

chang\g London & New York: Methuen.

Brennan, M., and Noffke, S.E. (1988). Reflection in studeant teaching: The place
of data in action research. A paper prepared for presen:ation at the Annual

Meetinng of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans.

Cruickshank, D. (1985). Uses and benefits of reflective teaching. Phi Delta

Kappan 66 (10), 704-706.

*

Flowers, J¢D., & Shearron; Ge Re (1976). CBTE graduates show superiorit, in

"personal development." Phi Delta Kajpan, 58, 280-81,

Fuller, F.F., & Bown, O.H. (1975). Becoming a teacher. In K. Ryan (Ed.),

Teacher eduvcation (Seventy-fourth Yearbook of the National Society for the

Study of Education). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Garman N. (1984). Reflection, the heart of clinical supervision: A modern

rationale for professional practice. Readings: Clinical supervision as

reflection in action. Deakin University.

Hoy, W. K., & Rees, Rs (1977). The bureaucratic socialization of student

teachers. Journal of Teacher Education 28 (1), 23-26,

Korthagen, F. (1985). Reflective teaching and preservice teacher education in

the Netherlands. Journal of Teacher Education 36 (5), 11-15.

36



23

Lortie, D, C. (1975). Schoolteacher: A socinlogical study. Chicago: University

of Chicago Press.

MacKinnon, A.M. (1987). Detecting reflection-in-action among preservice

elementary science teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education 3 (2), 135-145,

Paul, R. (1987). Dialogical thinking: Critical thought essential to the
acquisition of rational knowledge and passions. In J. B. Baron & R. J.

Sternberg (Eds.), Teaching thinking skills: Theory and practice (pp. 127-48),

New York: Freeman.

Perkins, D. N. (1987). Thinking frames: An integrative perspective on teaching

cognitive skills. In R, B. Baron & R. J. Sternberg (Eds.), Teaching thinking

skills: Theory and practice (pp. 41-61). New York: Freeman.

Posner, G. (1985). Field experience: A guide to reflective teaching. New York:

Longman.

Ross, D. (forthcoming). Programmatic structures for the preparation of
reflective teachers. In R, T. Clift, W, R, Houston, & M., C., Pugach (Eds.),

Encouraging reflective practi .e: An examination of jssues and e<emplars. New

York: Teachers College Press.

Schon, D. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner: Toward a new design

for teaching and learning in the professions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schwab, J.J. (1973). The practical 3: Translation into curriculum. School

Review 81 (4), 501~522.

87



24

Tom, A. R. (1985). Inquiring into inquiry-oriented teacher education. Journal

of Teacher Education 36 (5), 35-44.

Van Manen. M. (1977). Linking ways of knowing with ways of being practical.

Curriculum Inquiry 6 (3), 205-228.

Veenman, S. (1984). Perceived problems of beginning tcachers. Review of

Educational Research, 54 (2), 143-178.

Wehlage, G. (1981). Can teachers be more reflective about their work? A

commentary on some research about teachers. In B.Re Tabachnick, T.S.

Popkewitz, & B, B. Szekely (Eds.’), Studying teaching and learning: Trends in

Soviet and American research (pp, 101~113). New York: Praeger.

Wildman, T. M., & Niles J. A. (1987). Reflective teachers: Tensions between

abstractions and realities, Journal of Teacher Education 38 (4), 25-31,

Zeichner, K. (1983). Alternative paradigms of teacher education. Journal of

Teacher Education 34 (3), 3-9,

Zeichner, K., & Liston, D. (1987) Teaching student teachers to reflect. Harvard

Educational Review, 57 (1), 23-48.

88




o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Appendix I

Conceptual Framework for a Reflective Teacher Education Program

89



THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

by

Linda Valli

Director of Teacher Education

October 1987

J0



The overall goal of the teacher education program at CUA is to help
pre-service students develop both the skills and the reflective qualities
essential for the professional practice of t»aching. We believe that a
reflective orientation is particularly critical if students are to become
self-directed teachers able to use professional knowledge to improve their
practice. That professional knowledge would include ethical considerations as
well as pure craft or technical considerations. As Gary Griffin (1984) has
argued:

It is important that preservice students be helped to
learn the positive rewards of reflecting on their own
practice and questioning that practice. Nothing is so
dulling to the senses as engaging in the same activities
day after day after endless day. When teachers think
about their work in some organized and systematic way,
it appears that they come to value that work more and,
importantly, devise ways to make the work more effective
and satisfying for themselves and the students in their
classrooms....Preservice students may develop these ways
of thinking about teaching if they are helped to ask
questions, reflect upon answers, ponder dilemmas, and
pose solutions in regularly schedu:led opportunities

for learning.

The conceptual framework we have adopted for a reflective teacher
education program relates Schwab”s notion of four teaching commonplaces, the
Berlaks” idea of dilemmas of schooling, and Van Manen’s concept of three levels
of reflection. The framework, thus, has three dimensions: foci, issues, and
levels. It fits our notion of what the professional component of teacher
education should include since it incorporates normative and technical aspects
of teaching. Following is a description of each of the three dimensions and
some examples of the framework”s instructional use.

Teaching Commonplaces: As Schwab points out, rvery teaching situation has
four features: a teacher, someone (or something, l.ike a computer) which
instructs; a learner, an individual or group whom the teacher intends to
instruct; subject matter, the krowledge, skills, values, attitudes or ideas
which are presented, negotiated or shaed; and the context, the social .nd
physical space in which the teaching occurs (Posner 1985), This would include
the facilities, norms, expectations, etc. of the classroom, the school, the
local community and the broader society. Each of these commonplaces and the
relations among them should serve as foci for reflection.

Schooling Dilemmas: Similarly, the dilewmma language can be thought of as
embodying issues for reflection, issues which largely arise in the relation
among the ccmmonplaces. The Berlaks describe sixteen basic dilemma of
teaching, which they divide into three categories: control, curriculum, and
societale The control dilemmas primarily focus on whether the teacher or the
student should have control over time, operations, and standards, and whether |
the teacher should have control over all realms of the students” davelopment or
Just over the cognitive vealm.
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The curriculum category contains eight of the sixteen dilemmas and can be
divided into four subcategories: knowledge, learning, students, and motivation.
The dilemmas about knowledge focus on whether knowledge should be presented as
public or private, given or problematic, and whether the content or process of
knowledge is more important. Learning dilemmas or issues arise since learning
can be structured as an individual or as a collective activity. Learning can
also be structured as a fragmented and molecular process or as holistic and
Qntegrated. Students can be treated as persons or as clients and as

ndividuals with unique or shared characteristics. And lastly, students can be
motivated through intrinsic or extrinsic means. The way the teacher handles
each of these dilemmas determines the nature of the curriculum.

The four remaining dilemmas are more broadly societal in nature.
Childhood can be regarded as a unique period of life or as continuous with
adulthood. School resources can be distributed on an equal or a differentiated
basis. Deviance can be handled through an equal justice or an ad hoc rule
application approach, and either the sub-group or the common aspects of our
cultural heritage can be emphasized. Again, the position the teacher holds or
the way a particular issue is resolved determines the nature of child’s
experience in school.

Figure I: A Conceptual Framework for Reflective Teacher Ed

Context: (Social Issues)

Teacher 7

Learner e e o= =" Gubject Matter

(Learning Issues)

Reflective Levels

1) Critical: why, what ought to he
.2) Interpretive: what is, what it mcans
3) Technical: how to

Wt S orm——

Reflective Levels: Using Van Manen”s (1977) levels of reflectivity can
assist students in developing powers of critical reflection. Based on the main
traditions of the social sciences (empirical-analytic, hermeneutic-
phenomenological, and critical-dialectical), Van Manen’s levels of reflectivity
make explicit different ways of and reasons for examining educational
phenomena.
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The first level of reflectivity is technical. It "refers to the technical
application of educational knowledge and of basic curriculum principles for the
purposes of attaining a given end" (1977: 226). At this level "how to"
questions are asked, which can be answered though empirical mcdes of data
gathering, modeling, and trial-and-error experimentation. These are questions
of means, not ends, since purposes and goals tend to be pre-specified or
taken-for~granted. In technical or instrumental rationality, efficiency and
effectiveness are generally the criteria which govern action. The primary
réasons for reflecting at this level would be prediction and control.

The second level of reflectivity is derived from the interpretive,
traditions and focuses on the meanings people give their experience~. At this
level, teachers would be concerned about the meaning particular phenomena have
for their students. Interpretive questions only partially can be answered by
observational methods. Since the interpretive tradition”s purpose is empathic
understanding, its methods must answer questions about another”s beliefs,
values, and social reality. This inner reality is entered by studying all forms
of human expression in their social and context.

The highest level of reflective rationality comes from the
critical-dialectical traditions, which deliberate on norms and the worthiness
of social goals. It constantly critiques the political and ethical nature of
social practices and examines teaching-learning situations for repressive and
emanci patory characteristics. It is preoccupied by questions of the desirable,
which are beyond the scope of scientific rationality. Critical reflectivity
considers "what ought to be" in terms of justice, equality and human freedom.
It“s purpose is personal and social liberation. Critical reflection questions
are not how to do something but, rather, is it worthwhile? Is it good? Good for
whom? How did I develop my own ideas of the desirable and in what ways might

they be limited or distorted?

A matrix can be created with VanManen”s three levels of reflectivity and
Schwab“s four commonplaces to guide reflective teacher education activities, We
have deliberately placed critical reflection first. We agree with Van Manen
that these levels are hiererchical. They are not, however, developmental. A
person does not develop the capacity to be technically reflective, then
interpretively, etc. In fact, we suspect that concentration on technical

reflection can be detrimental to the higher levels.

By placing critical reflection first, we are taking the position that
questions of meaning and technique must always be addressed in the context of
goals and purposes, in relation to what the reflecting practitioner considers
to be the common good or the ethical response. We anticipate that this type of
framework can help overcome tendencies to focus primarily on narrrow management
or instructional problems in purely technical ways.
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Figure II: A Commonplaces & Levels of Reflectivity Matrix

I.Teacher |II.Learner [III.Subject | IV.Context
Matter

A, critical
reflection

B. interpretive
reflection

C. technical
reflection

Within this conceptual framework, then, course related questions, case
studies, and other related instructional activities can be developed which will
give students experience in understanding and dealing with the total spectrum
of teaching at all levels of reflection. An underlying assumption here is that
knowing how to ask the right kind of question is at least as important a skill
as knowing the right answer-—especially when the answers emerge from a narrow
technical paradigm. Competirg theories should be presented so that students
understand that the "right" answer often depends on theoretical assumptions and
predispositions. Question examples, case studies, and an introcution to
reflective supervision follow.

QUESTIONS: 1In a Classroom Management course, which emphasized establishing
positive relationships & learning environments and preventing inappropriate
behavior students might have to deal with questions like: .
Learning Environments

IVA  What values do different types of classroom arrangements promote
(individualistic, competitive, cooperative, meritocratic, equitable) and
which ones should I be promoting?

IVB Do these arrangements mean the same thing to all the students? Who
experiences what in positive or negative ways?

IVC How can I establish a learning environment which students like and which
are in keeping with the social and learning values I am trying to
promote?

IVA  If student preferences for a learning environment differ from mine, what
should I do?

J4



Inappropriate Behavior

IIA  What norms should govern my choice of disciplinary strategies?

IIB  What will it mean to a particular student if I use a particular
disciplinary strategy? (e.g. call home, discuss the situation, cancel
recess privileges?)

IIC How can I handle disruptive classroom behavior?

In an Introduction to Elementary Education course, important topics to be
explored might be the student as active learner, an integrated curriculum, and
the school philosophy. Again, questions which span the matrix can guide the.
way those topics are treated.

Active Learners

IIA What type of learning ought to go on in the classroom?

IIB What does it mean to students to be learners? Iz it important to them to
be active learners?

IC How can I assist students in being active learners--or the type of
learners they want to be?

Integrated Curriculum

IIIA Should the curriculum be organized thematically? Why? When? How much?
What purposes are served?

ITIB Does knowledge presented through an integrated curriculum have different
meaning to students than knowledge presented ir traditional
discipline-bound segments? (e.g. the usefulness of particular forms of
knowledge, how knowledge can empower pecple).

ITIC How can I create an integrated curriculum?

School Philosophy

IIIA What should the school philosophy be and how shouid it influence the
curriculum? What influence should the norms and values of the community
have on the curriculum? How should conflicts between these be mediated?
(e.g. parent complaints of too much emphasis on peaceful conflict
resolution or environmental concerns).

IVA Should the school foster wavs of counteracting tendencies in students,
classrooms, the school at large, and the broader society which run counter
to the school philosophy?

IIIB What does the school philoscphy mean to our students?



IIC What are tendencies in individuals, institutions, and society which run
counter to the school philosophy? How can members of the school community
work to overcome these?

IIIC How can the school philosophy be used to structure the curriculum?

A notion of dilemmas is important to this conceptuul framework because it
makes clear that there are not absolute, correct answers to educational
questions, Resolutions to problems of practice depend on a variety of factors:
competing theoretical assumptions, teacher beliefs, social contexts,
competing--even contradictory-- aims of teaching, understanding of a particular
child, etc. Different resolutions can be justified on different grounds. An
example, using a possible question for a Classroom Management course,
illustrates this point.

"What norms should govern my choice of disciplinary strategies?" was
listed as a queetion in the learner/critical reflection frame. The answer to
this question in great part depends upon where one places oneself on several of
the Berlaks” control and societal dilemmas: whether one believes the teacher
should have more or less control over the students” activities, whether one
believes each child should be treated uniquely or according to a set standard,
etcs The dilemma language in the conceptual framework encourages the teacher
to coneider the widest range possible before making a decision.

Case Studies: Students use the framework to work through case studies
which range from purely hypothetical cases early in their studies to
individually identified problems from the field which are examined through data
gathering and hypothesis testing in the natural setting.

Experience with the conceptual framework tn reflect on cases studies will
help pre-service students simi’arly analyze their own problems of practice.
During the first three weeks of student teaching, students keep a journal,
focusing on a difierent event or situation each day. Supervisors encourage
them to incorporate the three dimensions of the framework in the’r writing.
Into the fourth week, students select a classroom problem situation which they
would like to analyze and improve. During the remaining eight-ten weeks of
student teaching, students go through an eight phase process of defining; data
gathering; analyzing; redefining; solution generating, testing, and evaluating;
and reflecting,

Specific guidelines help students draw upon the three dimensional
conceptual framework. They are asked to explore multiple ways of viewing the
problem, consider why the problem is wcrthy of being addressed, and examine the
role of each of the commonplaces in both the problem and potential solutions.
Students are asked to consider how their own thinking changed during the
process, and to relate their approach to their educational philosophy and
beliefs about the design of instruction and learning environments, and the
purpose of schooling. This last phase 1s ewtended beyond student teaching and
serves as the senior comprehensive examination.



Reflective Supervision: A third type of activity which embodies our
approach to reflective teacher education is in tne area cf supervision. We
begin with the assumption that cooperating teachers must do more than model
good instruction. They must be consciously self-analytic about their own
teaching in conversations with the student teacher and must be able to assist
the student feacher in that same reflective process. Even though student
teachers are apt to report qualities of good teaching, when asked about the
characteristics of effective cooperating teachers (Copas 1984), research
indicates that without making explicit the principles underlying behavior,
modeling alone result in little or no learning (Perkins 1987).

Our overall goal would be to move the supervision approach toward what
Glickman (1981) has labelled non-directive. This is a desirable goal since the
non-directive approach to supervision is the only ore which encourages )
reflectivity., It is alsu a feasible one, even for beginning teachers whom
Glickman has characterized as high in commitment, but unfocussed about their
work and low in abstract thinking., He argues that these types of teachers can
best learr by supervisory technigues which encourage self-analysis and solving
ones own instructional problems.

In Glickman”s schema, there are three types of supervisory orientations:
directive, collaborative, ard nondirective. He advocates *he directive
approach for teachers who have low motivation and take minimum responsibility
for their work. In this approach, the supervisor demonstrates appropriate
teaching behavior, tells the teacher what actions to take, sets standards for
improvement, and reinforces through material or socisl incentives. 1In the
collaborative approach, the teacher takes much more initiative. The course of
action is mutually agreed upon once the supervisor listens to the teacher’s
goals or concerns, asks probing and clarifying questions, preserts his or her
own perceptions of the situation, and worke with the teacher to generate
alternative courses of action.

The nondirective orientation presumes that teachers are capable of
analyzing and solving their own instructional problems. In this approach, the
supervisor listens to concerns, asks questions and rephrases teacher statements
to make sure the problem is clearly understood, and presents ideas and
solutions only when asked by the teacher. The supervisor asks the teacher tc
determine the course of action to be taken, rather than uutually establishing
that course with the teacher. Our expectation would be that although most
student teacheis would need a considerable amount of directive supervision at
the beginning of the semester, ihat they would all be able to participate in
either the collaborative or, preferably, the nondirective approach by the end
of the semester,
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As in standard approaches to clinical supervision, we would recommend pre-
and post-conferencing in addition to observation. During the pre-observation
stage, tne student teacher should indicate the focus for observation. It would
be the supervisor”s responsibility during the post-observation conference to
make sure the student teacher includes all dimensions of the conceptual
framework in his or her self~-analysis. In other words, is there evidence that
the student teacher is considering all the relevant relations between student,
teacher, subject matter, and context? Is there evidence that he or she is
thinking at all three reflective levels? That the student teacher is
considering competing explanations or positions?
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SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY

Overview

During the student teaching semester, in addition to classroom teaching
responsibilities, student teachers are required to engage in a reflective
problem solving activity. This activity, The Situation Analysis Project, is
designed to encourage students to integrate field experience with the know-~
ledde base amd to have students demonstrate their ability to be reflective
in problem solving situations. During the field semester, student teachers
identify and analyze a problematio situatiion, then generate and try out

solutions, and finally prepare a written summary report. The specific
sequence of activities is outlined below.

Activities | Stevs

.. TRy
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1. Describe selected situations!
--------------------------------------------- 12. Qlleflect on situations :
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Identify a situation
Describe the situation
Discuss why the situation
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Brainstorm possible causes
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Develop solution strategies
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sequence of solution
strategies
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Process in completing this
activity
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SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #1
Exploring the Teaching/Learning Environment

Schools are such active places that beginning teachers need help
in analyzing the many simultaneous happenings. The purpose of
this activity is to help you do that.

These are some ideas to get started. You will receive more
specific assistance throughout the semester. Please keep your
ated situation analysis write-ups on ioose leaf paper for a
three ring binder. Each week, you will turn these write-ups in
to your university supervisor.

Weeks 2-3

Choose a situation or event to reflect on and write about at
least twice during the week. Set aside half an hour for this
activity. The event can take place anywhere around the school:
classroom, teacher’s lounge, library, principal’s office, hall,
cafeteria, playground, bus, etc. It can involve one verson cr a
§roup of people (students, teachers, parents, staff). It car.
ocus on an administration directive, a casual conversation, an
instructional activity, teacher planning or diagnosing, or any-
thing else which secms important, iuteresting, curious or bother-
some to you.

1. Describe the eveat. What was the eveat? Who was involved?
Where did the action take place? If pertinent, discuss the
event in terms of the four commonplaces (teacher, learner,
content and context).

2. Reflect on the event. Think about what you saw and what it
means. The following are examples of questions you might
consider. Be sure to include at least two in your write-up.

a.  Can you relate this situation to a di'emma in
education? Can you think about ditfering points
of view to explain what happened?

b. How would you interpret the event? If others were
involved, how do you think they might interpret it?

c. Can you relate what happened in this situation to
coursework or your own prior experience?

d. How would you have handled the situation? What
decisions would you make? Why?

e. If you were involved in the situation, how would
you handle it if it happened again? Why?

[enr]

In the ideai, how would you envision this situe-
tion? How should it have been resolved or changed?

3. If possibie, ask your cooperating teacher how s/he would
have handled this sitvation. hy would s/he handle it in
(4] that way?
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SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #2
Initial Analysis of Selected Situations
Weeks 4-6
During the next few weeks, select a situation which occurs in your
classroom that is of academic and practical interest to you and
which you would like to try to analyze.

Each week, prepare a written summary of your analysis and turn it
In to your university supervisor.

During week 4, select a situation related to classroom
management and organization.

During week 5, select a situation related to curriculum
content or instructional design.

During week 6, select a situation which is reflected in
your lesson evaluations.

In your written summary:
1. Describe in as much detail as possible how the situation

manifests itself in the classroom. Be sure to include
specific examples of the situation.

2, Try to isolate when this situation occurs. What happens
before or after? What might lead up to or result from it?

3. Who is involved? Is it ihe whole class, a group, or only a
few children? Is it the same child or children in all cases?

4, What is the relationship among the four commonplaces
(teacher/student/content/contexi) in this situation?

kY Explain why this situation concerns you. Elaborate as fully
as possible.

6. In the "ideal" how would you envision this situatinn?

Think about the situation at the critical level. What should
be happening? Can you think of other points of view?

7. Draw on your personal resources to help you analyze this
situation. These include:

-prior coursework

-pricr personal experience
-your cooperating teacher
=yOur university supervisor
~other school personnel

8. List the effects of the situation you have described.

9. List all the possible reasons or causes you can think of why
the situation occurs.

10.  List any other questions you ha‘;ze‘z\ibtt))ut the situation,



SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #3

In-Depth Analysis of the Targeted Situation
Weeks 7-8

1. After reviewing your analyses from previous weeks, identify
a situation in the classroom that you would like to work on.
Describe how this situation manifests itself.

-Be sure to include specific examples of the situation
as it occurs over a period of days.

-Try to isolate when this situation occurs. What
happens before or after? What might lead up to or
result from it?

-Who is involved? Is it the whole class, a group, or
only a few children? Is it the same child or children
in all cases?

-What is the relationship among the four commonplaces
(teacher/student/content/context) in this situation .

2. Exrlain in some detail why this situation concerns you.
Elaborate as fully as possible.

3. In the "ideal how would you envision this situation? Think
about the situation at the critical level. What should be
happening? Can you think of other points of view?

4. With the ‘“ideal" situation in mind, develop a practical goal
you would like to achieve relative to this situation.

5. Generate a list or set of solution strategies which you
think might help you achieve this goal.

a.  List the effects of the situation you observzd.
b. Brainstorm a set of causes for the situa.ion.

¢. Develop at least one solution strategy for each
cause you considered.

d.  List the advantages and disadvantages of each
solution strategy you developed.

e. Discuss the situation, your goal and choices of
solution strategies with your cooperating teacher.

6. Develop a plan for solution trials. After considering the
advantages and disadvantages of the solution strategies you
designed, select one or two that you think would be most
profitable and reasonable to try out first. Discuss this
plan with your cooperating teacher.

Note

Many students have found it helpful to do this section on
individual index cards, listing one effect, one cause, one solu-
tion strategy, each on a separate card. The card set is much

Q easier to manipulate than a standard written summary. This saves
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SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #4
Solution _Trials
Weeks 9-12

During this phase of the Situation Analysis Activity, you will be
selecting, trying out, and evaluating a series of solution
strategies.

Each week, be sure to write up at least one solution trial and
lurn in your written summary t¢ your university supervisor.

1. Solution Trial #1

a.  Select a solution strategy you would like to try.
Be prepared to justify your choice of a solution
strategy on the basis of your observation, ad-
vantages/disadvantages, and from theory.

b.  Try out your solution strategy as soon as possible.

¢.  Evaluate your solution attempt.

-Describe (document) what happened.

-How well did it work?

-What was the change or difference in
behavior?

~ -What was the change or difference in
performance?

-How did students perform?

-Did the entire t.rget group respond in the
same way?

d. Decide. how to continue. Be sure to consider the
following:

-Do you want to restate the problem?
-Do you want to continue with this strategy?
-Do you waat to modify this strategy?

-Do you want to try another strategy?



2. Solution Trial Series
In the following weeks, repeat the process outlined above as
you continue trying to improve the situation. 'The sequence
remains:
a.  Select a solution strategy you would like to try.
b. Try out your solution strategy.
¢.  Evaluate your solution attempt.
d.  Decide how to continue.
Note
Many students who are working on a situation that is directly

related to their teaching find it useful tc document progress as
part of their lesson plan evaluations.
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SUMMARY/REPORT

Weeks 13-14

1.

Desciibe in depth the problem situation you selected to work
on. Describe tEe context of the situation. What happened?
Who was itivolved? How did the situation manifest itself in
the classroomi? Be sure to include specific examples you
have documented.

Discuss why the situation concerned you. Be sure to support
your concerns with references to your own prior experience,
prior coursework and discussions with your cooperating teacher
and supervisor.

Describe how you viewed the situation in the "ideal" and the
practical goal you defined.

List and discuss the possible causes and effecis you iden-
tified. Whenever possible, explain how you arrived at your
conclusions or explanations of the relationship between the
situation and its possible causes.

List and discuss possible solutions you generated. Be sure
you suggest a solution for each possible cause. Explain the
advantages and disadvantages for each solution you suggest.

Summarize vour solution trials in sequence (week one, week
two, etc.). Describe your experience trying out solution
strategies.

a. Describe the solution you selected.

b. Justity your choice of a solution on the basis of
your observations, advantages/disadvantages, and
from theory.

C. Evaluate your solution attempt.
Document what happened.

-How well did it work?

-What was the change or difference in
behavior?

-What was the change or difference in

erformunce?

-How did students respond?

-Did the entire target group respond in the
same way?

d. State your conclusions--this might include any oy
all of the following:

-Restate the problem.

-Suggest additional causes to consider.
-Refine or modify the solution strategy.
-Suggcest another solution strategy.
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7. Discuss your thinking process in completing this activity.

a. How did your perception of the problem change?

b. How did your approach to solutions change?

C. What were the critical times or events that
influenced your thinking?

d How did your thinking about the related dilemma(s)
change?

e. How did your thinking change with respect to the
critical, ugtergreuve, and technical levels relative to
the situation?

£, How did your thinking change with respect to the

relationships among the four commonplaces
(teacher/student/content/context)?
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COACHING GUIDE--SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #1
EXFLORING THE TEACHING/LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

DESCRIBING THE EVENT YES

»

tells what the event was

* states who was * volved

tells where the action took place

discusses the event in terms of the
four commonplaces, when pertinent

| 1]

______ REFLECTING ON THE EVENT
* relates the situation to a dilemma
in education
* considers differin%‘points of view
to explain what happened
interprets the event, including other
oints of view when applicable
* relates situation to coursework or
prior experience
discusses how s/he would have handled
the situation and/or decisions s/he would
make
discusses how s/he would handle a similar
situation in the future
describes how s/he envisions sitvation in
the ideal and how it should have been
resolved

»*

_____ DISCUSSING THE EVENT WITH COOPERATING TEACHER
* asked cocperating teacher how she or he
would have handled the situation
* discussed cooperating teacher’s rationale
for his or her decision
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COACHING GUIDE--SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #2
INITIAL ANALYSIS OF SELECTED SITUATIONS

DESCRIBING THE SITUATION

* describes in detail how situation
manifests itself in the classroom

* includes specific examples
of the situation

* states who was involved

* tells where the action took place

* documents what happens before and after
the situation occurs

* discusses the situation in terms of the
four commonplaces, when pertinent

REFLECTIVE ANALYSIS OF THE SITUATION

* relates the situation to a dilemma
in education
explains why this situation is of
concern
considers differing points of view
to explain what happened
interprets the event, including other
oints of view when applicable
relates situation to coursework or
prior experience
discusses how s/he would have handled
the situation and/or decisions s/he would
make
* discusses how s/he would handle a similar
situation in the future
* describes how s/he envisions situation in
the ideal and how it should have been
resolved
* lists effects ohserved
* lists plausible set of reasons or causes

»

*

»

*

DISCUSSING THE SITUATION WITH COOPERATING TEACHER

* asked cooperating teacher }:ow she or he
would have handled the situation

* discussed cooperating teacier’s rationale
for his or her decision

110
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COACHING GUIDE--SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY #3
IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS OF TARGETED SITUATIONS

_____ DESCRIBING THE SITUATION YES

* Identifies and generally describes
a situation in the classroom

* includes specific effects
of the situation

* documents with examples of the
situation over a period of days
and/or weeks

* describes in detail how situation
manifests itself in the classroom

* states who was involved

* tells where the action took place

* documents what happens before and after
the situation occurs

* discusses the situation in terms of the
four commonplaces, when pertinent

_____ REFLECTIVE ANALYSIS OF THE SITUATION
* relates the situation to a dilemma
in education
explains why this sit:ation is of
concern
considers differing points of view
to explain what happened
interprets the event, including other
oints of view when applicable
* relates situation to coursework or
prior experience
describes how s/he envisions situation in
the ideal
* develops a reasonable goal for the
situation
* lists effects observed
* lists plausible set of reasons or causes
* develops at least one solution for each
cause
* considers advantages and disadvantages for
each solution
* develops a plan for solution trials

______ DISCUSSING THE SITUATION WITH COOPERATING TEACHER
* discussed situation, your goal, your choice of
solutions and your plan for solution trials
with cooperating teacher
111



COACHING GUIDE--SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY

. SUMMARY /REPORT
T
R W
O E
N A
G K
DESCRIBING THE SITUATION YES

* Identifies and generally describes
a situation in the classroom
* includes specific effects
of the situation
* documents with examples of the
situation over a period of days
and/or weeks
* describes in detail how situation
manifests itself in the classroom
* states who was involved
* tells where the action took place
documents what happens before and atier
the situation occurs
discusses the situation in terms of the
four commonplaces, when pertinent

»*

_____ REFLECTIVE ANALYSIS OF THE SITUATION
* relates the situation to a dilemma
in education
* expiains why this situation is of
concern
* relates situation to < oursework or
prior experience
* considers dif”. 'inipoims of view
to explain what happened
* interprets the event, including other
points of view when applicable
* describes how s/he envisions situation in
the ideal
* develops a reasonable goal for the
situation
* lists effects observed
* lists plausible set of reasons or causes
* develops at least one solution for each
cause
* considers advantages and disadvantages for
each solution
describes sequence of solution trials
justifies choice of solution strategies
evaluates effect of solution strategies
states conclusions
suggests additional causes and/or soluticn
strategies

N

|

REN

% X % B »

|

©
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_____ REFLECTING ON YOUR THINKING PROCESS

* discusses differences between initial and
later perception of the situation

* discusses differences between initial and
later approach to causes and solutions

* identifies times or events which influenced
and/or changed thinking

* discusses differences in view of dilemma

* discusses differences in view re critical,
interpretive and technical levels

* discusses differences in view of relation-
ships among commonplaces (teacher/student/
content/context)
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THE CATHOLIC UNIVER,.TY OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

UNDERGkADUATE COMPREHENSIVE EXAM SCHEDULE

Le Due
1) Early December Draft of SZtuation Analysis

Two faculty readers will guide your work on your
situation analysis so that it meets the departument
standards for a comprehensive exarination paper.
Schedule a meeting with these readers, to be held by
the first day of final exams. When you schedule the
meeting, ask 1f your readers would like a draft of your
situation analysis prior to the meeting, or if they
want you to bring the draft to the meeting. It 1s to
your advantage to get input from the faculty as soon
and as frequently as possible. Ask for suggestions
about relevant literature.

2) Last Day of Finals Situation Analysis Papers

Submit a final report of your situation analysis to Dr.
Blum for student teaching credit. Also submit a copy to
each of your readers by the last day of final exams.
(Keep a copy for yourself to work on over the semester
break). This report should be approximately 10-12
double-spaced typed pages summarizing your individual
situation analysis activity from the point where you
selected a problem situation on which to focus. Since
this paper will be the basis for your comprehensive
exam paper, we strongly recommend that you use a word
processor. Be gure to include:

a) a summary description of your problem, data
gathering and analysis, solution generating and
evaluat.ion,.

b) an analysis of your thinking processes during the
activity: did your perception of the situation, your
approaches to solutions, or other aspects of your
thinking change: Describe what these changes were
and why you think they occurred.
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3) Christmas Break

3) Week of Spring

Pre-registration

4) End of January

5) End of Februavy

Review of Literature

We strongly encourage you to spend some time during
your semester break a) reviewing prior coursework which
relates to the problem situation you chos2 to analyze
and b) researching literature which relates to your
problem.

Meeting

Schedule a meeting with your readers during
pre-registration week. At this meeting, your readers
will give you feedback on your situation analysis paper
and discuss related research and coursework with you.

Draft of Comprehensive Exam Paper

More detailed guidelines will be distributed later.
This draft should basically include:

a) A summary description of the situation analysis
activity.
4
b) An analysis of your thinking process in completing
this activity.

c) .in exploration of prior learning and selected
literature related to this situation. Summarize the
relevant literature and explain what the literature
tells you about the way you described, analyzed, and
went about solving the problem as well as
implications for the type of classroom teacher you
hope to become.

Final Comprehensiv. Exam Papers

This paper should be approximately 25 double~-spaced
pages in APA, Chicago or Turabian style. You should use
at least 10 references.



THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

UNDERGRADUATE COMPREHENSIVE EXAM WRITING GUIDELINES

As you write, keep in mind that this is the final, summative statement
you, as an undergraduate, are making about teaching. It is gimilar to an
undergraduate thesis and should reflect the highest caliber of writing possible
as well as the knowledge and wisdom you have attained about being a teacher.
You should be proud to include this paper in a portfolio you might prepare for
a job interview.

Papers should be 25-35 double-spaced pages in length. They will not be
accepted for a final reading if they fail to meet the following standards.
Papers will not be returned, sc keep a copy for yourself,

Stzle

(You might want to refer to Strunk & White, The Clements of Style or a similar
text).

1) No syntax problems (run-on sentences, sentence fragments, dangling
modifiers, etc.), punctuation problems, spelling problems, or typographical
errors. If necessary, have someone proofread your final product.

2) Consistent use of verb tense. Use the past tense to describe your problem
eolving activity. You are reporting on something that happened, that is
over, that you are now reflecting on. ("Jimmy was not completing his work",
not "Jimmy 45 not completing his work").

3) Do not use the pronoun "you" (e.g. "To be a good teacher, you must").

Write more formally. You uay, however, use the pronoun "I" gince this is a
personal reflection paper on an event you were intimately involved in.

Form

1) Use a cover sheet; double-space and aumber your pages.

2) Use APA, Turabian or Chicago style.

3) Sources must be alphabetized by the author’s last name.

4) Be consistent in using a standard reference form.

5) You must show evidence of having used all sources cited in the
bibliography. It is not enough to merely list ten books or articles.

6) You may include relevant work samples or charts either in the body of the
paper or in an appendix.

7) Use sub-headings as advanced organizers as necessary,
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Content and Organization

1)

2)

3)

Think of this as one unified paper with an introduction, body and
conclusion. Be sure there are direct links and transitions throughout. The
questions and ideas which follow should be used to guide your thinking., Do
not think of them as a sequence of questions to answer separately.

In the introduction state the nurpose and give an overview of the paper. ,
Explain why this problem is important and worthy of being addressed. Wriie
for a general audience who does not know what the paper is abcut.

In the body of the paper you should include: a summary description of your
problem solving activity, related theory and research based literature, and
your reflections on the activity and on teaching in general. These three
areas should be well balanced in your paper.

The tendency will be to overemphasize a description of the activity 1tself
because that is the easiest part. Do not simply fnclude your situation
analysis as you’ve already written it. Use your readers” suggestions to
condense certain parts, expand on others, relate relevant literature, etc.
Be sure, however, that you do include a clear statement of the problem as
you came to define it, the causes, 2ffects and solution strategies you
generated, and an explanation of why 'you chose the solution(s) you did.

Explore the relevant research and literature in depth. Use textbooks,

course notes, and professional journals. Be sure that you relate the ideas
in the literature to each other and to your problem situation. What are the
important concepts and theories which relate to your problem? Do the ideas
in the literature always support one another? Do different theories lead to

 different conclusions? Do they support your own actions and thinking? Now

that you“ve read the literature would you change anything you did in the
classroom? Does your experience challenge any of the literature? Can you
now change your descriptive language into more conceptual and theory-based
language?

Reflect on and describe your own thinking processes as you went about this
activity. What did you learn? How did your perception of the problem
change? Your approach to solutions? Other aspects? Consider areas such as
the school context, classroom environment, students, teachers, subject
matter, learning, instruction (any of the commonplaces or teaching
dilemmas). But again, deal only with areas which directly relate to your
problem,

In the conclusion, don”t merely summarize. Rather, discuss implications for
future teaching. What have you learned, what do you believe about being a
teacher? What is the most imp-rtant thing you learned or want to remember
when you have your own classroom? In general, how has the process of
student teaching and working through this project influenced your
perspective on teaching,
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SITUATION ANALYSIS ACTIVITY

Overview

During the student teaching semester, in addition to classroom teaching
responsibilities, student teachers are required to engage in a reflective

pProblem solving activity. This activity, The
designed to encourage students to integrate fi
ledge base amd to have students demonstrate th

Situation Analysis Project, is
eld experience with the know-
eir ability to be reflective

én problem solving situations. During the field semester, student teachers
identify and analyze e pProblematic situation, then €enerate and try out
solutions, and finally prepare a written summary report. The specific

sequence of activities is outlined below.
Activities

-— e - —---—--—---—-——————-——..-._——————---—_——_—--

——-—--—-———————_——m————_—-._——————---.—-———-u——_-

TR A e En G = e - D e - - e =

——u-——u—————-——————-——--—-—.-—————-——-———-..-——_

-—-._.——-----——-——-.--—_—_v--———-.—-———-—--—-.——-———

n—----——-‘—u_—-——-----———u--———-—--————..—a—-———--a

———-—-———--—--._—-.-——-——-;_—--—-——-—-——.-—-——..-—--—-—...-..._

—M---n-—»~—no—n—-n_-.n-a.—--—_-——u‘n-.——————————-.-—-———--‘..-

——-—_———_—-‘——_——————-—---.-————-——-

1. Describe selected situations!
2. Reflect on situations '

———-.-o-—_—-——————--———-—-———-———--

11, Describe and analyze

' selected situations

2. Brainstorm possible causes
' for the situations

1. Develop a goal for the '
' selected situeation :
12. Generate a set of solution H
' strategies H

——-.-.———_-——o.——_——-__——-.-——————-—-

~-—--——-——--————-——-—-—-——_———-—-

1. Select a set of solution '
strategies H
Try out solution strategies |
. Evaluate solution '
strategies '

--_———-—-—————-—-—-———--—-.—---—--——_—--—

W N

————-——--——-—.-—-—————--—-...——--——-——-—--———

Identify a situation '
Describe the situation '
Discuss why the situation '
concerns you ]
Brainstorm possible causes !
of the situation '
Develop solution strategies !
lirked to the causes '
Implement and evaluate a '
sequence of solution '
strategies '
Discuss your thinking '
procers in completing this !
activity '

—-—-n—h-.-n.-——--—--“-—---.-u--n-—-h—-n-—-—h_—
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AN Solution Triel Series

In the following weels, repeat the procese outlined abiove ec
yau continue trying to improve the situestion. The seqguence
VEmead e

Eln aelect & enlution strategy vou would like to try .
b Try out vour solution stratagy.

Coe Eveluate your solution attempt.

. Decide how to continue.

R 2
Mariy etudernts who are working on & fituation that ie directly
releted to therr teazhing find it useful to tdocument progress ag

Fert of their lesson plen evalustiorns,

ErSC 125

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

bl |

SUMMAR Y /R EFURT

17%5--14

1,

~y

e W

-
-
n

Dezcribe the problen cituation vou selected Lo wor . G 1N &3
much deterl e possitle. Describe the contert of the =itua-
Lion.  Wret happened™  Wno wes dnved ved?  Heas did the €1
tron menifest iteeid in the classroom™  He sure to inclucs
gpecific evamples yvou have documented.

Liscuss why the situetion comncerned Yol

Lret end diecues the poscible cauvees enc etfocte v 1glernity -
fred,  Whnenever possible, erplairm how youw arrived st voor

conclusilong of explaneticons of the reletionehip betwesrn the
situation and ite peossible causes.

iy

Liet amc discuss pozeible solutrons: 'you generated. Fz cure
vl suggest & solution for esch pogssaible cauze, Erplain the
advantages and disadvantages for esach aolution yvou suggest,

Summarize vour selution fricle in geEguence (weel: one, wesh
twiy, ete. ). Descrabe your experience trying out soluticr

streteoies.

& LPescribe the soluwiion vou selected.
by Justify vour choice of & soiution on the bacie of
vour chestvetlone, advantapes,/dleadvant eoes, ang
from theory, '

C. Eveluate vour sclution eltempt.
Dozument what happened.

“How well agid 1t oworl T

=Whet wes the chamge or dif4erence in
bemsvior?

“What wee the cheroe or difference ar
perfarmance’”

“hHoes gdd sludente reenondT

“Li e entire targen Qroup resinonl ine Lhee

-
L fut b

i Slate vour concloesare——tr e (AN R R N IR T RO o

11 ot uhe Fol Lowir

e Lhie ool

A edeli by ore

CFomenciy v T hie s bt s

"

ugessl ancther soiotion cire

L ALt L B SR UE IS ST STt S comaleting s erlavit.,
¢ . Brove oo youn percertioon od Lpe Prooacresy otanoa”

Lr, T I L 3 €1 ST =Y O FUNC AR Iy Covg i

A b oraovroe tiaedang s henoe T

d o



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A
N

GUASE TNG

EX}.‘.'LU}:’

TN e e b mre
SrAChina N TH

4

Te Lo What
Plates who
Té&ils Wher
GloCUsEe..

four comme

LECTING ON

Yelate: th
AN oeducata
consliders
o explain
interprets
ointa ol

ertates o

PLIOr &Xie

-
Al82UEses

RIGE

discuszsses
situation
describeas
The 1cen]
resolved

»

GUIDE--SITUATION ANALYZIN A

“IV) M
il

VIiTT #1:

ING THi TEACHING/DLABNING ERVIGONMENT

LOEVENT

the evernn wasr

Was LIV Ves w
e the action toory piace
tLe evelt in terms of the
nrlacss, when pertiient

THE EVEN?

e odrtuation Lo oa disennn
Ly
GLIrering podnbls oL Vien
wiial happuened
the wveat, Inciuding other
Vaiew when applicable
tuation Lo coursewors or
rlence

how s5/ne would have nandied

how s/7ne would handle a simiiar

in “he future
now s, be envizions 2ituatson

and how 1t should nave Leis,

ne 2ivuation andsor decislons s/, he wouid

10

DEMCUSEING THE EVENT WITH COOPELATING TRACHEL

»

¥

asked cooperating teacher how she or g

weuld nave

discussed

nandled the situation

CUOPGIAating taadjner @ ratlonaice

Icr his or her decision

127

(25



L I £

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LA

4ol

COLCEING GUILE- - 21TUATI w0 ANALYSIS ADTIVITY &

WTTAL ANALY TS OF JELECTEL SITUATIONS

(Y

BT T T e S SN g > e
soehablivts Thi SLTUATION J RS

desceribes on detass Bow sicastics

manifests iteel.) in the coasiraen

Trerotides Spee il eramnles feroeoto

of tne sltusation

SLEtaE whe Was Invol ved L

Terls where the actiol Toosm place

Guooulents Wwhat happens bofore and avwes

the siltuation occurs

digcusnes the siiuaticn in terms of e
e

fowr commonplace:s ., Wieh pertinent

- e

BEFLECTIVE ANBLYLTO GF THL EITHLTION

recales the siilt@ v, L o AL e
ahoedacation

Zplains why tnls gituacicn i. oot
vohicern

considers differing peinty o Vied

Lo exi-lain whet happened _
interprets the evernt, ihciudang ovher ’

points of view when applicalbie R
relates zitaation o Coursewsra ol

PLrior experience o
Glacusses how s/he wousd have handied

Tane zituation and/or decisions o/he wouod

mAk. - o
douousces noew 2ohe woldd handle & ©imilar

Slvuasaticsr du o uthe Tuuare o
dhesvribes how sa/bhe envia,ons zituanllon L

Liae ddcee, and now it shouls nave beer,

Yooy Ve o

liste plausible st of resgs. ns or Chu aes

SUUGETNG THE JITUATION WITH COCLERATING 5RASHEL

asked cooperating teacher how she o1 be
weetld have handled 1he sitaatlon
Grscrased onoperating teacher o roetionade
for nis or her decizion

128

P



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

o

: LI ‘- - 4.
.o .

. e . . . L

KR N il -y PR e A T
Dl S P Y [ .

.- ',‘-. .

O S KON IS

S ey R
R - I O PR S IS
o e N . .
[ R SIS Wa oL [N

.-‘l —
R N O AT S S DU S A I S ———
s b Tloun
-‘-,_ Ve .
| -
R T VS S . a0l : ;
weee oy - . . .
o PR S I -t . - - e L
v S P A 0 RV U AR PG IR
A .
Dl4aie o an T
Ju' . : '\ -y
% AW
L wdite »'«..'\.'..ul- .
i Pa ot Ot -
BRI TS Lo R [ A 7 R |
Yo L
A P r PR T RN R R S D SR NN . P
it LT .
A A S SOUR S S S S
A R ¥
. .. ." . T PR _
. L Yoot , ’ S - A SR DI T _
e LT o PUDRN it . “\.; . N 3
Ll
PR N VLl R VA SN (SN Pl
L) iJ Peosat Lo
D AL SRS S PR PO U
PR e . SRR :},.. .'. PP ‘;:, . - o
e T e L VI “ oea . . . . il Veeasa
S U O S R U S SR
cooae bl Lo ana e T A DU K S




N> mE

STTUATION ANALYSIS:
A REFLECTIVE PROBLEM SOLVING STRATEGY

(A Coaching Guide and Evaluation Tool)

PHASE I: DEFINING THE PROBLEM SITUATION YES

NU

o explains why the problem is of concern
o explains why the problem is worthy of being addressed (e.g.
what important educational goal it impedes)

0 explores multiple ways of viewing the problem
o infers reasonable causes and effects of the problem

0 clearly delineates the problem

PHASE II: GATHERING IDEAS OR DATA ABOUT THE SITUATION

o explores the context in which the problem occurs and does not
occur

0 examinés tne specific tasks during which the problem occurs and
Goes not occur

o examines the strengths and weaknesses the tudents, or other
relevant parties, bring to the situation  c¢.g. skill,
motivation)

o asks the persons involved about their views of the problem

0 .states lingering questions about the situation

1]

PHASE III: ANALYZING THE PROBLEM SITUATION

\
0 relates experiential knowledge to the problem situation
o relates professional education knowledge to the situation (from
education journals, coursework, supervisor, cooperating

teacher, etc.) —_

0 expiores all possihle teacher, student, context, and curriculum
factors

o examines conflict ng explanations of the problem

0 selects the most important information to understand the
problem (e.g. prioritizes)

o narrows down all possible csuses to the most protuble ones
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PHASE IV: REDEFINING THE SITUATION

0 re-examines initial problem statement, causes/effects, and goal
orientation

0 re-states problem, goal, or causes/effects as necessary, in
light of data gathering and analysis

PHASE V: GENERATING SOLUTIONS

o envisions the "ideal" situation in contrast to the problem
situation

o0 develops an educational goal for the situation selected for
change

o brainstorms all possible changes (in person, task, context
variables) which could accomplish this goal

o has a solution related to each possible cause

o 1lists the advantages/disadvantages of each solution
strategy .

o generates a set of principles (from theory and experience)
against which possible solutions can be judged and prioritized

o deteraines a preferred solution based on above principles

o 1itemizes specific, sequential solution steps

1]

| |

PHASE VI: TESTING SOLUTIONS

o considers possible unintended consequences of solution strategy
o specifies what kind of change occurred

|

PHASE VII: EVALUATING SOLUTIONS

determines if problem situation improved
determines which strategy worked best
determines 1f the goal was attained

o
o
o
o determines 1f new goals or solution strategles are warranted

]

PHASE VIII: REFLECTI!I G ON PROBLEM SOLVING

o coneiders how thinking changed during the problem solving
activity (e.g. perception of problem, solution approach)

0 relates activity to own educational philosophy and beliefs
about the nature of the learner, the role of the teacher, the
design of instruction and learning evnironments, and the
purpose of schooling
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THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

UNDERGRADUATE COMPREHENSIVE EXAM SCHEDULE

Date Due
1) Early December Draft of Situation Analysis

Two faculty readers will guide your work on your
situation analysis so that it meets the department
standards for a comprehensive examination paper,
Schedule a meeting with these readers, to be held by
the first day of final exams. When you schedule the
meeting, ask if your readers would like a draft ‘of your
situation analysis prior to the meeting, or 1f they
want you to bring the draft to the meeting. It is to
your advantage to get input from the facul.y &s soon
and as frequently as possible. Ask for suggestions
about relevant literature.

2) Last Day of Finals Situation Analysis Papers

Submit a final report of your situatien analysis to Dr.
Blum for student teaching credit. Also submit a copy to
each of your readers by the last day of final exams,
iKeep a copy for yourself to work on over the semester
break). This report should be approximately 10-12
double-spaced typed pages summarizing your individual
situation analysis activity from the point where you
selected a problem situation on which to focus. Since
this paper will be the basis for your comprehensive
exam paper, we strongly recommend that you use a word
processor. Be sure to include:

a) a summary description of your problem, data
gathering and analysis, solution generating and
evaluation.

b) an analysis of your thinking processes during the
activity: did your perception of the situation, your
approaches to solutions, or other aspects of your
thinking change? Describe what these changes were
and why you think they occurred.
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3) Christmas Break

3) Week of Spring

Pre-registration

4) End of January

5) End of February

Review of Literature

We strongly encourage you to spend some time during
your semester break a) reviewing prior coursework which
relates to the problem situation you chose to analyze

and b) researching literature which relates to your
problem.

Meeting

Schedule a meeting with your readers during
pre-registration week. At this meeting, your readers
will give you feedback on your situation analysis paper
and discuss related research and coursework with you.

Draft of Comprehensive Exam Paper

More detailed guidelines will be distributed later.
This draft should basically include:

a) A summary description of the situation analysis
activity.

b) An analysis of your thinking process in completing
this activity.

c) An exploration of prior learning and selected
literature related to this situation. Summarize the
relevant literature and explain what the literatuve
tells you about the way you described, analyzed, and
went about solving the problem as well as
implications for the type of classroom teacher you
hope to become.

Final Comprehensive Exam Papers

This paper should be approximately 25 double~spaced
pages in APA, Chicago or Turabian style. You should use
at least 10 references.
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Faculty Readers for Comprehensive Examinations

Senior

Lynn Montrose

Mary Kate McQuire

Maureen McCarthy

Jennifer Smith

Lourdes Martell

Colleen Makepeace

Eleanor Hanlon

J111 O0”Connor

Angela Akers

Readers

Linda Valli
Patricia Bauch

Linda Valli
Patricia Rauch

Maria Ciriello
Sally Pickert

Maria Ciriello
Sally Pickert

Nancy Taylor
Rick Yekovich

Nancy Tayler
Rick Yekovich

Irene Blum
Carol Walker

Irene Blum
Carol Walker

Linda Valli
Pat Bauch
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THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

UNDERGRADUATE COMPREHENSIVE EXAM WRITING GUIDELINES

As you write, keep in mind that this is the final, summative statement
you, as an undergraduate, are making about teaching. It is similar to an
undergraduate thesis and should reflect the highest caliber of writing possible
as well as the knowledge and wisdom you have attained about being a teacher.
You should be proud to include this paper in a portfolio you might prepare for
a job interview.

Papers should be 25-35 double-spaced pages in length. They will not be
accepted for a final reading 1f they fail to meet the following standards.
Papers will not be returned, so keep a copy for yourself.

Stxle

(You might want to refer to Strunk & White, The Elements of Style or a similar
text).

1) No syntax problems (run-on sentences, sentence fragments, dangling
modifiers, etc.), punctuation problems, spelling problems, or typographical
errors. 1lf necessary, have someone proofread your final product.

2) Consistent use of verb tense. Use the past tense to describe your problem
solving activity. You are reporting on something that happened, that 1is
over, that you are now reflecting on. ("Jimmy was not completing his work",
not "Jimmy is not completing his work").

3) Do not use the pronoun "you" (e.g. "To be a good teacher, you must'").

Write more formally. You may, however, use the pronoun "I" since this is a
personal reflection paper on an event you were intimately involved in.

Form

1) Use a cover sheet; double-space and number your pages.,

2) Use APA, Turabian or Chicago style.

3) Sources must be alphabetized by the author“s last name.

4) Be consistent in using a standard reference form.

5) You must show evidence of having used all sources cited in the
bidbliography. It is not enough to merely list ten books or articles.

6) You may include relevant work samples or charts either in the body of the
paper or in an appendix.

7) Use sub-headings as advanced organizers as necessary.



Content and Organization

1)

2)

3)

Think of this as one unified paper with an introduction, body and
conclusion. Be sure there are direct 1inks and transitions throughout., The
questions and ideas which follow should be used to guide your thinking. Do
not think of them as a sequence of questions to answer separately.

In the introduction state the purpose and glve an overview of the paper.
Explain why this problem is important and worthy of being addressed. Write
for a general audience who does not know what the paper is about.

In the body of the paper you should include: a summary description of your
problem solving activity, related theory and research based literature, and
your reflections on the activity and on teaching in general. These three
areas should be well balanced in your paper.

The tendency will be to overemphasize a description of the activity itself
because that 1s the easiest part. Do not simply inrclude your situation
analysis as you“ve already written it. Use your readers” suggestions to
condense certain parts, expand on others, relate relevant literature, etc.
Be sure, however, that you do include a clear statement of the problem as
you came to define it, the causes, effects and solution strategies you
generated, and an explanation of why you chose the solution(s) you did.

Explore the relevant research and literature in depth. Use textbooks,
course notes, and professional journals. Be sure that you relate the ideas
in the literature to each other and to your problem situation., What are the
important concepts and theories which relate to your problem? Do the ideas
in the literature always support one another? Do different .theories lead to
different conclusions? Do they support your own actions and thinking? Now
that you“ve read the literature would you change anything you did in the
classroom? Does your experience challenge any of the literature? Can you
now change your descriptive language into more conceptual and theory-based
language?

Reflect on and describe your own thinking processes as you went about this
activity. What did you learn? How did your perception of the problem
change? Your approach to solutions? Other aspects? Consider areas such as
the school context, classroom environment, students, teachers, subject
matter, learning, instruction (any of the commonplaces or teaching
dilemmas). But again, deal only with areas which directly relate to your
problem.

In the conclusion, don“t merely summarize. Rather, discuss implications for
future teaching, What have you learned, what do you believe about being a
teacher? What 1s the most important thing you learned or want to remember
when you have your own classroom? In general, how has the process of
student teaching and working through this project influenced your
perspective on teaching.,
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JOURNAL ACTIVITY #1: INITIAL SITUATION ANALYSIS

Schools are such active places that beginning teachers need help
in analyzing the many simultaneous happenings. The purpose of
this Jjournal is to help you do that.

Theae are mome ideas to get started. You will receive more
specific assistance throughout the semester. Please keep your
dated journal entries on loose leaf paper for a three ring binder.

Weeks 1-3

Caocose one situation or event to reflect on and write about in
your journal each day. Set aside half an hour for this activity.
The event can take place anywhere around the school: classroomn,
teacher’s lounge, library, principal’s office, hall, cafeteria,
Playground, bus, etc. It can involve one person or a group of
people (students, teachers, parents, staff). It can foocus on an
administration directive, a casual conversation, an instructional
activity, teacher plenning or diagnosing, or anyihing else which
seems important, interesting, curious or bothersome to you.

Describe the context of the event. What was the event, who was
involved, where did the action teke place? Reflect about what
you savw and what it m« *ng. While there are many things you can
write about, be sure t. ‘nclude eanswers to the fcllowing questions
in each of your entries.

For situations where a teacher is involved:

1) What geoisions characterized the teacher’s handling of the
event

2) What seemed to be the rationale for the decisions$

3) Does the way the teacher handled the situation reflect vhat
you’ve been taught? Explain.

4) What might be problematic for you if ycu hed responsibility
for this situstion?

5) How would you handle the situation? What professional or
experiential kiowledde are you cdrawing on¢®

For situations where a teacher wasn’t involved:

1)  How would you handle the situaticn?

2)  What decisions would you heve to make?

3) What is your rationale?

4) How do your decisions refleclt what you’ve been taught®

5) What do you think would be problematic for you?

ERIC 1329
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JOURNAL ACTIVITY #2: EXTENDED SITUATION ANALYSIS

Hee 4~

Select a situation which ocours in your classroom that is of
academic and practical interest to you and whioch you would like
to try to enalyze.

1) Describe in as much detail as possible how the situation
manifests itself in the classroon.

2) Explain why this situation concerns you. Elaborate as fully
as possible.

3) Try to isolate when this situation occurs. What happens
before or after? What might lead up to or result from it?

4) List all the possible reasons you can think of why the
‘situation occurs.

5) List any other questions you have about the situation.

6) What have you learned from prior experiences or classes
which might help you analyze this situation? What personal
resources can you drav on?

YA In the "ideal"” how would you envision this situatior?

8) What steps might be taken to achieve this “ideal”?

LC 140
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JOURNAL ACTIVITY #3: GOALS AND TRIALS

Neeks 7-10
1) Develop a goal for the situation you have selected to
analyze.

-Generate a list or set of strategies or
techniques which you think might help you
achieve this goal.

Consider the reasons you identified as possible
causes for the mituation.

Develop a “solution strategy” for each of these.
Justify each of your choices of a solution
strategy on the basis of your observation and from
theory.

Present the principle(s) which underlie your
solution strategly.

List the advantages and disadvantages of each
solution strategy you developed.

-Select a solution strategy you would like to try out.

-Discuss the situation. your goal, and choices of
solution strategies with your cooperating teacher.

2) Try out your solution strategy as soon as possible.
3) Evaluate your solution attempt.
~Describe (document) what happened:
HBow well did it work?
What was the change in behavior?
What was the chenge or difference in performance?
How did students perform?

Did the entire target group respond in the same

way?
4) Conclusion
-Do you want to restate the problem or change your goal?
-Do you want to continue with this strategy?

~Do you want to modify this strategy?

-Do you want to try another strategy?



JOURNAL ACTIVITY #4: SUMMARY REPORT

esks 12-14

1) Describe the problem situation you selected to work on in as
much detail as possible. Describe the context of the situa-
tion. What happened? Who was involved? How did the gitua-
tion manifest itself in the classroom?

2) Discuss why the situation concerned you.

3) List and discuss the possible causes and effects you identi-
fied. Whenever possible, explain how you arrived at your
conclusions or explanations of the relationshi» between the
situation and its possible causes.

4) List and discuss possible solutions.you genevated. Be sure
you suggest a solution for each possible cause. Explain the
advanteges and disadvantages for each solution you suggdest.

5) Summarige your solution trials in sequence (week one, week
two, etc.). Describe your experience trying out solution
strategies.

-Describe the solution you selected.

~Justify your choice of a solution on the basis of your
cbservat.ions and frow theory.

~-Presen!. ths principle(s) which underlie your solution.

~Evaluate your solution attempt.
Document what happened.

Bow well did it v« "¢

What was the chauge in behavior?

What was the change or difference in performance?
Bow did studentz respond?

Did the entire terget group respond in the same

vay?

-State your conclusions--this might include any or ell
of the following:

Restate the problem.
Suggest additional causes to congider.
Refine or modify the solution stretegy.
Suggdest anothur solution strategy.
6) Discuss your thinking procesg in completing this activity.
~How did ycur perception of the problem change?
~Bow did your approach to solutions change?

Q ~How did your thinking change?
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SITUATION ANALYSILS:
A REFLECTIVE FROBLEM SOLVING STRATEGY

(A Coaching Guide and Evaluation Tool)

PHASE 1: DEFINING THE PROBLEM SITUATION

c

explains why the problem is of concern

explains why the problem 1s worthy of being addressed (e.y.
what lmportant educationsl goal it impedes)

explores wultiple ways ot viewing the problem

infers reasonable cuuses and effects of the problem
cleiurly delincates the problen

PHASE 11: GATHERING IDEAS OR DATA ABOUT THE SITUATION

o

o

=

explores the context in which the problem occurs and does not
occur

examlnes the specitic tusks during which the problem occurs and
does not occur

examines the strengths and weaknesses the students, or other
relevant parties, bring to the situation (e.p. skill,
wotivation)

asks Lhe persons 1nvolved about their views of the problem

States lingering questions about the situation

PHASE 111: ANALYZING THE PKROBLEM SITUATION

relates experiential knowledge to the problem situation

relates professional education knowledge Lo the situation (tfrom
education journasls, coursework, supervisor, cooperating
teacher, eLc.) :

explores all possible teacher, student, context, and curriculum
tactors

exdamines contlicting explanations of the problem

selects Lhe most wwportan' 1ntormation to understand the
problem (e.g. prioritizes)

narrows down all possi'le causes to the most probable ones
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PHASE IV: REDEFINING THE SITUATION

0 re-examines initial problem statement, causes/effects, and goal
orientation

0 re-states problem, goal, or causes/effects as necessary, in
light of data gathering and analysis

PYASE V: GENERATING SOLUTIONS

o envisicns the “ideal" situation in contrast to the probleam
situation

0 develops an educational goal for the aituation selected for
change

o brainstorms all possible changes (in person, task, context
variables) which could accomplish this gosal

o0 has a solution related to each possible cause

0 lists the advantages/disadvantages of each solution
strategy '

o generates a set of principles (from theory and experience)

against which possible solutions can be judged and prioritized

determines a preferred solution based on above principles

itenizes specific, sequential solution steps

0N

PHASE VI: TESTINC SOLUTIONS

0 coneiders possible unintended consequences of golution strategy
o specifies what kind of change occurred

PHASE VII: EVALUATING SOLUTIONS

0o determines if problem situation improved

0 determines which etrategy worked best

0 determines 1f the goal was attained

o determines Lf new guals or solution etrategles are warranted

PHASE VIIX: REFLECTING ON PROBLEM SOLVING

o considers how thinking changed during the problem solving
activity (e.g. perception of problem, solution approach)

0 relates activity to own educational philosophy and beliefs
about the nature of the learner, the role of the teacher, “he
design of instruction and learning evnironmerts, and the

purpose of schooling
I Y
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Dete

December 16

December 17
December 18

January 15

January 25

February 8

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

COMPREHENSIVE EXAM STHEDULE
Due

Final report summarizing your individual situation
analysis activity
Be sure to include:
1. A description of the situation analysis activity
from the point where you began to select the
situation you ultimately focused on

2. An analysis of your thinking process in comple-
ting this activity:
~ How did your perception of the s1tuat1on
change®?
- How did your approach to solutions change?
- How did your thinking change?

This report should be approximately 10 typed pages
Reading session -- LV, NT, MC, IB
Pick up report with written feedback

Draft of Comprehensive Paper Due
This should include:
i. A description of the situation analysis activity
(#1 above)

2. An enalysis of your thinking process in comple-
“ing this eactivity (#2 above)

3. Exploration of selected literature related to
this situation

4, A summary of how this experience relates to
coursework and field experiences in your teacher
education progra.

In this section you should address:
- What you believe the nature of education

should be

- What you believe about the nature of the
learner

- What you believe about how children learn
best

- What you believe about the role of the
teacher in delivering instruction

- What you believe about how to design the
learning environment

- what you believe about how to des1gn
instruction

Reading session -- LV, NT, MC, 1B
Final paper due

The final paper should be approximately 20 typed pages
in APA, Chicago or Turabiam style. It should have at



Situation Analysis Activity

Spring, 1987
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JOURNAL: STUDENT TEACHERS

Schools are such active places thaet beginning teachers need telp
in enalyzing the many simultaneous happenings. The purpeose of
this Jjournal is to help you do that.

These are tsome ideas to get started. VYou will receive more
specific acsistance throughout the senester. Flease keep your
dated journal entries on loose leaf paper for a three ring binder,

Weels 1-7

Chocse one eitustion or event to reflect on and write ebout in
your journal esch day. Set ecside half an hour for this activity.
The event ceén tele place eénywhere around the school: clessrcom,
tescher ‘e lounge, library, principel ‘s office, hall, cafeterie,
pleygrourd, bus, etc. It can involve one person or a group of
people (students, teachers, parents, steff). It can focus on an
edminietretion directive, a casuel conversetion, an instructional
ectivity, teecher plenning or diesgnosing, or anything elee which
seems important, interesting; cturious or bothersome to you.

Describe the ccontet of the event. What was the event, who was
involved, where did the action talke place? FReflect about whet

you €zw and what it means. Wwhile there ere many things you cn
write ebout, be sure to include ancwers to the following questions
in each of your entries.

For citustions where a teacher ies involved:

1 Whet deciceions chareacterized the teacher’'s handling of the
event?

<) What ceerned to be the retionele for the decisiocns?

) Doez the way the tescher hendled the situation reflect what

you''ve been teught? Explein,

q) bhet right te protlematic for you if you hed responeibilaty
for thie ejtustion?

How would you hendle the situstion? et profeceiorel or
esperiential I nowledge are you drewing on?

For citualsone where a teacher wasn’t involved:

1 Hzww wowld you hendle the situstion?

2) Whetl decisions would you have to mete?

) Lhet 1e your retionele?

4) FHowe €2 your decieions reflect whet you'vo been teought?
bt Vel o you thinl would be protlometic for you™



SITUATION ANALYSIS

Weel's 4-¢&
Select a situation which occurs in your clecsroom that is of

ecademic and practical interest to you and which you would lile
to try to analy:ze,

1) Describe in ac much detail as possible how the eituation
meénifests iteelf in the clascsroom.

2) Explein why thie eituvation concerns you. Elaborate as fully
as possible.

) Try to icolete when this situastion occcurs. What heppens
before or after? Whet might lead up to or result from it?

4) List all the possible ressons you cen think of why the
situvetion occurs.

o) List eny cther questions you heve ebout the situstion.

&) What heve you learned from prior experiencee or clacses
which might help you eénalyze this situation? Whet personal
resources cen you draw on?.

7) In the "ideal" how would you envieion this situation?

8) Whet steps might be talen to echieve thie "ideal"?
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GOALS/TRIALS

EN

Weebs 7-10

1)

Develop a goal for the situation you bave selected to
analyze.

-Gererate a list or set of strategies or
techniques which you think might help you
echieve this goal.

Corsider the reasons you identified as pocsible
causes for the situation.

Develop & "eolution stretegy" for each of thece.
Justify each of your choices of a solution
strategy on the basis of your observation and from

theory.

Fresent the principle(s) which underlie your
solution strateqy.

List the adventages end diszdventeges of each
eolution stretegy you developed.

-Select 3 solution strategy you would like to try out,

~Discuss the situetion, your goel, and choices cf
solution strategies with your cooperating teascher,

Try cut your eolution stretegy as soon as posceible,

Eveluztle your solution ettempt.

~lzecribe (document) whet heppered:
Hw well did it wortk?
K'et wae the chenge in behavior?
bhet wés the change or difference in performance?
How did etudents perform?

0:d the entire terget grouvp respond in the eszne
way"?

Ccrnzlucsicon

~Lioyou went to reztate the protlen or chenige your goel ™

-
-

-0 ves wint to cardlinue wath _thise stretegy”



SUMMARY/REFORT

i1

Weeke 12-14

1)

4)

&)

Describe the problem situation you selected to work on in as
much detail as possible. Describe the context of the situa-

tion. What heppened? Who was involved? Howk did the situa-
tion manifect itself in the classrecom?

Diccuse why the situstion concerned you.

List and discuss the poscsible cevces and effects you identi-
fied. Wherever poesible, explein how you arrived at your
conclucione or e.pleanstions of the reletionship bketween the
cituation e&nd its possible causcs. :

List &and discuse pocssible solutions you generated. Ee sure
you suggest a solution for esch possible cause. Explain the
edvantages &nd disadventages for each solution you suggest.

Sumnarize your solution triels in sequence (weell one, week
two, etc.). Describe your experience trying out solution
elrelegies.

~Dezcrite the solution you selected.

~Juetify your choice of @ solution on the basi= of your
obeservaliones and fron theory.

-Fresent the principle(s) which underlie your sclution.

~Evaluete your eolution ettempt.
Documsnt what happened. ,

Huw well did it worl?

Whet w=e the chenge in behevior?
Wtet wze the chenge or cdifference in performznce?
Fcw did studerie respond?

[id the entire terget group respond in the ¢

way”

W

ne

-Ctete your conclusions-—-this might irnclude ény or ell
of the following:

Feze’' =le the probler.

Sugneel edditlionzl ceusees to consider.
Refine or modify the solution strategy.
Suggezt enother eclution strategy.

Frezues your thirling proezecs in conpleting this ectivaty.

-How 2id yaear percepticon of the proeblen charge”™



coaching GQuide and Evalustion Tool
for Situation Analysis




SITUATION ANALYSIS:
A REFLECTIVE PROBLEM SOLVING STRATEGY

(A Coaching Guide and Evaluation Tool)

PHASE I: DEFINING THE PROBLEM SITUATION

(=]

explains why the problem is of concern

explains why the problem is worthy of being addressed (e.g.
what important educational goal it impedes)

explores multiple ways of viewing the problem

infers reasonable causes and effects of the problem
clearly delineates the problem

PHASE II: GATHERING IDEAS OR DATA ABOUT THE SITUATION

0

0

explores the context in which the problem occurs and does not
occur

examines the specific tasks during which the problem occurs and
does not occur

examines the strengths and weaknesses the students, or other
relevant parties, bring to the situation (e.g. skill,
motivation)

asks the persons involved about their views of the problem
states lingering questions about the situation

PHASE III: ANALYZING THE PROBLEM SITUATION

relates experiential knowledge to the problem situation

relates professional education knowledge to the situation (from
education journals, coursework, supervisor, cooperating
teacher, etc.)

explores all possible teacher, student, context, and curriculum
factors

examines conflicting explanations of the problen

selects the most important information to understand the
problem (e.g., prioritizes)

nerrows down all possible causes to the most probable ones
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PHASE IV: REDEFINING THE SITUATION

o

o

re-examines initial problem statement, causes/effects, and goal
orientation

re-states problem, goal, or causes/effects as necessary, in
light of data gathering and analysis

PHASE V: GENERATING SOLUTIONS

o

o
0

envisions the "ideal" situation in contrast to the problem
situation

developa an educational goal for the situation selected for
change

brainstorms all possible changes (in person, task, context
variables) which could accomplish this goal

has a solution related to each possible cause

liste the advantages/diuvadvantages of each solution
rirategy |

generates a set of principles (from theory and experience)
against which poesible solutions can be judged and prioritized
determines a preferred solution based on above principles
itemizes specific, sequential solution eteps

PHASE VI: TESTING SOLUTIONS

0 considers possible unintended consequences of solution strateyy

o

specifies what kind of change occurred

PHASE VII: EVALUATING SOLUTIONS

© © % O

determines 1if problem gituation improved

determines which strategy worked best

determines 1if the goal was attained

determines 1if new goals or solution strategies are warranted

PHASE VILI: REFLECTING ON PROBLEM SOLVING

o

considers how thinking changed during the problem solving
acrivity (e.g. perception of problem, solution approach)
relates activity to own educational philosophy and beliefs
about the nature of the learner, the role of the teacher, the
deatgn of instruction and learning evnironments, and the
purpose of achooling
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Comprehensive Examination

1986-87




Comprehensive Exam Schedule

DATE DUE
December 12 Fina)l report summarizing your individual problem

solving activity
Be sure to include:
1. A description of the problem solving activity
from the point where you began to select the
problem you ultimately focused on

2. An analysis of your thinking process in
completing this activity:
- How did your perception of the problem
change?
- How did your approach to solutions change?
- How did your thinking change?

This report should be approximately 10 typed pages.

December 15 Reading session -~ LV, NT, PB, 1B
December 16 Pick up report with written feedback
December 17 Optional meeting for consultation
January 16 Draft of Comprehensive Paper Due

This should include:
1. A description of the problem solving activity
(#1 above)

2. An analysis of your thinking process in
completing this activity (#2 above)

3. Exploratior of sclected literature related to
this protlern

4. A summary of how this experience relates to
coursework and field experiences in your
teacher education program.

In this section, you should address:
- What you believe the nature of education

should be

- What you believe about the nature of the
learner

- What you believe about how children learn
best

- What you believe about the role of the
teacher in delivering instruction

- What you believe about how to design Lhe
learning enviropment

- What vou believe about how to design
instruction

January 21 Reading sessicn -~ LV, NT, PB, 1B
February 2 Final paper due

The final paper should be approximately 20 typed pages
in APA, Chicago or Turabian style. 1t should have at
least 10 references.
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Individual Problem Solving Activity

Fall, 1986




8/724/86
JOURNAL:1 STUDENT TEACHERS

Schools are such active places that beginning teachers need help in
analyzing the many simultaneour happenings. The purpose of this
Journal is to help you do that.

These are some idess to get started. You will recelve more
specific assistance throughout the semester. .Please Keep your dated
Journal entries on 1o0ose leaf paper for a three ring binder.

-
-

Choose one situation or event to reflect on and write about in your
Journal each day. Set aside half an hour for this activity. The
event can take place anywhere around the schooly classroom,
teacher’s lounge, Vibrary, principal’s office, hall, cafeteria,
playground, bus, etc. It can invelve one person or a group of
People (students, teachers, pacents, staff). It can focus on an
administration directive, a casual conversation, an instructional
activity, teacher planning or diagnosing, or anything else which
seems importani, interesting, curious or bothersome to you.

Describe the context of the event. What wags the event, who was

involved, where did the action take place. Reflect about what you

saw and what it means. While there are many things you can write

about, be sure to include answers to the following questions in

each of your entries, ~

For situations where a teacher is involved:

1> What decisions characterized the teacher’s handling of the
event?

2) What seemed to be the rationale for the decisions?

3> Does the way the teacher handled the situation reflect what
you’ve been taught? Explain.

4) What might be problematic for you if You had responsibility for
this situation?

) How would you handle the situation? What professional or
experiential knowledge are you drawing on?

For situations where a teacher wasn’t involved:
1> How would you handle the situation?

2) What decisions would you have to maKe?
3) Uhat is your rationale?
4) How do your decisions reflect what you‘ve been taught?

S) What do you think would be problematic for you?
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Feer Coaching Guide-~Journal

The student teacher journal is intended to nelp you analyze some
of the events and situations YOou are experiencing in your class-
room &nd school. Comment to your partner on whether she or he
followed the initial guidelines.

1. Chose one situation or event to reflect on and write about
in the Jjournal.

2. Dezcribed the context of the event.

2.  Told what the event was.

4. Reflected about what was seen and what it meant.

For situations where a teacher was involved:

5. Described the decisions which characterized the teacher ‘s
handling of the event.

6. Speculated about the rationale underlying the decisions.

7. Commented on whether the way the teacher handled the situa-
tion reflects what you’'ve been taught.

B. Commented on what might be problematic if you had control.
9. Discussed how you would handle the situation.
For situstions where a teacher wasn-t involved:

10. Discussed how you would harndle the situvation,

11. Dezcribed decisions you would have made.
12. Gave a raetionale for decisions.

2« Erplained how decicions reflect what you've been taught.
14, Comamented on what would be problematic for you.

Do you and your partner have any suggestions Lo improve the
guidelines” ,

In what wsy(s) do you find the jour nal helpful?
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.

Student Teaching Journal Assignment

Week of October !-8

Foilowing are five types of concerns which were frequently
described in your journal entries:

--the way students are grouped for instruction.

~~the educational experience different types of students have
(e.g. girls/boys; high/low achievers; ethnic
minority/majority students, etc.).

~-acting out or non-task oriented behavior (by an individual or
group). -

--achievement problems (by an individual or group).
=-how students are evaluated and graded

Choose a category which occurs in your classroom, which is of
academic and practical interest to you, and which you would like
to try to do something about.

1) Describe in as much detail as possible how the situation
manifests {tself in the classroom.

2) Explain wvhy this situation concerns you. Elaborate as fully
as possible.

3) List all the quescions you can think of which are related to
your concern, all the things you would like answers to or more
information about., Do this in a brainstorming fashion. Don”t
censor or refine questions. That will be done later when you try
to create some hypotheses about the situation. As you work with
the situation, more questions should come to you. Systematically
record those.

4) What goals do you have relative to this situation? What does
th!s 1mply about your educational or teaching philosophy?
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EDC1 48BL

Eley/s
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND ey/Lyman

FROBLEM SOLVING THINKING

Froblem

/N

Causes Effects

N/

Fozcible Recstatement of Froblem

“u

Foeeible Solutions

/ N

Rdveanteges Dieadvantages

N\

Freterred Eolution
Frinciple(e)
Gtnaloguel(s)
Cuestionle)

Cuestion for Inguiry

~Acticn (Indoperdent Variable)

Doesired Dulcone  (Dopendent Variable)
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_ Page 2 "
FREFERRED SULUTION: Use codperative Jearning: thinl-pair-share mordes

FRINCIPLES _ ' ﬂ

j. When students ware actively invelved. they will learn more, remember
more, é&nd mehe better use of what they have learned.
=, Active participation increases positive affect toward learning

tasls.

3. Active participation. through sh&arina, produces & better sclé- :
concept. .

AMALDGUE: This problem reminds me of what I do when 1 &m not re-
quired to participate in &an activity: 1 become lazy and

_restlecss and start talling.
QUESTION: How would I measure on task behavior®
DUESTION FOR INGUIRY: What would the difference be in the number of I
cstudents staying on task in langusge arts cless '

i¥ the students were engaged in think-pair-
ehare modes Of jnetruction?

IMNDEFENDEMT VARIAELE {ACTION)

Twe teaching strateqiecs will be implemented: traditional
diecuseicn mode, and thiny-pair-share modes.

DEFENDENT VARIAELE (DESIRED OUTCOME)

1. Number of cstudents staying on task will increase.
2. Dff tacshk beheviore wil)l decreesse.
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Lyman/Eley
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND

EDCI 4BBL
Peginning Teacher Beminar

Problem Solving Thinking Example

This problem solving example is based on the work of Cathy
Fechnik.

FROELEM: «€Children not staying on task in language arts class

Causeg Effects
- Work is not challenging enough 1. Children misbehave: inat~
- Work is too difficult tention, restlessness,
. Expectations are not clearly de- aggression, talking.

fined; routine is not established,
Too much teacher talk

Lack of student involvement

. Furpose of lesson ig not clear

Work does not get completed”
Quality of work decreaces
Learning is affected.
Students are not meeting
the objectives.

U“UI.b UWUN =
Lﬂb:dl\)

RESTATED FROELEM: How can 1 motivate children to stay on task?
FOSSIELE SDLUTIONS

1. Have cet routine for studente to follow. Clearly define expecté-
tions. ' '

2. Vary the kinds of ascignments. Use more creative activities.

I. Change teaching procedures. Use cooperative learning: think, pair
share.

"Advantages:

1. Students will know what to eipect ¢ om teacher if expectations
are clearly defined. (1)

2. Studente wil) stay on task if they enjoy and understand what
they’re doing. (2,3

S. Student will learn and retain more through cocperative learn~
ing using think-pair-share.

Dicsadvantages:

P e ¢ —

1. More time must be =pent on plenning (2)
2. Noicse level may increate with children €NnQaging in coopera—
tive learning (3)
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B.

PROBLEM SOLVING ASSIGNMENT

Choose one solution for the problem you have identified.

Justify your choice of & solution on the basis of your obser-
vations and 4rom theory.

FPresent the principle(s) which underlie your solution.

Discuse your problem and choice of a solution with your
cooperating teacher.

Try out your solution as soon as possible.
Evaluate your solution attempt
Describe (document) what happened:
How well did it work?
What wee the change in behavior?
Whaet was the change or ditference in performance?
How did studente reszpond”
Did the entire target group respond in the same way?
Cretle youm COmTiUElOn.
Do you need to restate the probiem?
Are there additional cauvses/effects you reec to consider?
How can you modify or refine the solution”?
Do you want to try another sclution?
For the whole.group?
For pert of the group”?

S5tete your i1ntention for the next triel.

Due November S, November 12, November 19, December 3,

Reformulation of page 2 of University of Maryland Problem
Solving/Thinking
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PEER COACHING GUIDE--PROBLEM S0.VING PROCEDURE
To help your partner use the problem solving procedure effec-
tively, comment on whether she or he: .
1. Fc-mulated several problem statements
2. Selected a problem statement

3. Listed effects

q. Speculated about causes
S. Generated possible solutions
Gesrale & SKluhon releted dv cade cavge ~
6. Listed advantages of possible splutions
P Listed disadvahtages of possible solutions
8. Determined a preferred solution
9. Presanted principlel(s)

10. Stated an analogue

11. Formulated question(s)

12. Formulated a Question for inquiry

132, Eteted an i1ndeperdent varisble (action)

14, Stated a dependant variable (outcome)
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Appendix I1I

Supervision Training Materials

Q.
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



STUDENT TEACHER SUPERYISION

WORKSHOP MATERIALS

Catherine Flattery Favo
Catholic University of America
Fall 1988
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I.

II.

111,

Iv.

SUPERVISIUON WORKSHOP
AUGUST 29, 1988

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

A. Program goals- the development of reflective
teachers-Linda Valli.

B. Purposes of supervision.
1. An overview of purpose, content and process,

2. Some research about the student teaching
experience.

3. Developmental Supervision by Cari Glickman.

A PRACTICAL GUIDE TC STUDENT TEACKER SUPERVISION
A. Calendar and timeline,

B. Enhancing the relationship with the cooperating
teacher,

C. Developmental stages in student teaching.

D. Instructional problems commonly faced by student
teachers.

E. Instructional priorities at Catholic University.
F. Creating a form for written observations.

OBSERVATION AND FEEDBACK PRACTICE SESSION
‘o Videotapes.
B. Hypothetical Situations.

SELF-AN/LYSIS: THE SELF AS SUPERVISOR

A. Achievement, Power and Affiliation Scale.
B. Supervisory Belief Inventory,
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OBJECTIVES

This workshop seeks to:

l. Provide technical information regarding the duties of
supervision: schedules, observations, meetings,
evaluations.

2. 1Introduce the supervisors to some University goals and
priorities: the conceptual framework for teacher
education, educaticnal priorities that the University
would like to see student teachers practice.

3. Present some ideas and theuries of supervision that
will promote the development of reflective educators.
4. Model some types of supervisory feedback and give
participants the opportunity to begin to develop their
own supervisory style, including a self-designed
observation form.

5. Give participants the opportunity to assess their own
strengths, weaknesses and beliefs regarding supervison
and education in general.

6. Make supervisors aware of the developmental levels and
neceds of student teachers and cooperating teachers.
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SUPERVISION CONSISTS OF -

PURPOSES

l.

To help the student teachers to become

reflective practitioners.

2.

3.

4,
performance.

CONTENT
1.

2.

3.

PROCESS

1.

2.

3.

4.
activities.,

PROBLEM-SOLVERS
SELF=-DIRECTED
COMBINE OBSERVATION AND THEORY TO GUIDE
EVERY DAY PRACTICE
SYSTEMATIC AND QUESTIONING
MINDFUL'OF BROAD SOCIAL AND ETHICAL
CONSIDERATIONS
To support and guide the student teachers and
cooperating teachers as they attempt to meet
the university”s requirements.
To provide the student teacher with
opportunities for growth and information that
enables a maximal amount of development.
To evaluate the student teacher”s

The conceptual framework for reflective
practice.

The educational priorities of this particular
teacher education program.

The locally determined curriculum.

Weekly observations and feedback conferences.
Evaluation meetings.

Goal setting sessions.

Feedback on the situation analysis
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DUTIES
In the beginning...

l. Supervisors and Field Placement Coordinator hold
orientation meeting with student teachers.

2. Supervisors and Field Placement Coordinator hold
orientation meeting with cooperating teachers and school
principals.

3. Supervisor may want to meet with each cooperating
teacher/student teacher teanm individually for a more
detailed orientation session.

Throughout the semester,..

le Meet with Dr. Blum once a w 2k to discuss discuss
progress of each student teacher and plan weekly
seminars,

2, Assist in leading weekly seminars.

3. Observe student weekly and then meet with student
teacher (and cooperating teacher as much as possible).
4. Review student teacher”s lesson plans at each visit.
Assist with planning as requested or needed.

5. Read and respond to student teacher‘s situation
analysis activities.,

6. Meet with cooperating teacher and student teacher for
regularly scheduled evaluations.

7. Meet regularly with the cooperating teacher for
informal evaluation and goal setting,

The Grand Finales..

l. Hold final evaluation conference.

2. Collect and deliver final teacher evaluation forms and
letters of recommendation from cooperating teachors,

You may need to remind cooperating teachers that these
need to be completed before the end of the g¢rading

period.

3¢ Compcse and deliver your own evaluation letter for each
student teacher.
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SOME RESEARCH ABOUT THE
STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Purpose: To allow the pre-service educator to apply the
skills, knowledge and values that he or ghe has acquired
through prior training and experiences.

Players: The student teaching triad consists of the
student teacher, cooperating teacher, university
supervisor. Ideally, this is a cooperative venture, with
all three members working together towards common goals.

l. McIntyre (1984) Operationally, the university
supervisor and cooperating teacher rarely spend much time
working together and rarely concentrate on the same area of
development,
2. As the semester progresses, the attitudes and
performance of the student teacher become more like those
of the cooperating teacher. (Iannacone, 1963; McIntyre,
1984)
3. The cooperating teacher exudes the greatest influence
over the student teacher during the field experience.
Student teachers who are placed with teachers who are at
lower stages of professional development may experierce
retarded growth, and in some instances, may not progress at
all.
4. Cooperating teachers do not review student teachers”
work critically. There is a tendency to avoid critical
evaluations and negative remarks. For whatever reasons,
they do not take the time to observe student teachers and
offer quality feedback that is designed to improve
classroom performance.
5. The university supervisor can play an impor:ant role in
shaping the student teaching experience. They act as
coaches, motivating the student teachers to maintain their
positive attitudes and ideals, to persist in incorporating
theoretically sound and creative elements into lessons, and
in offering constructive criticism tempered with
suggestions and advice.
6. Student teachers prefer a more directive approach to
supervision at first. As knowledge, confidence and
competence increase, more collaborative and ncn-directive
approaches are favored.
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DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES IN STUDENT TEACHERS
J«J. Caruso, 1977.

I. ANXIETY/EUPHORIA

Great concern for acceptance and success, coupled with
euphoria at the chance to work with students and «pply past
years of training.

II. COI'FUSION/CLARITY

Complexity of the classroom confronts students as they
attempt to fit into their positicn. Success with small
groups or individual children help to give some sense of
confidence.

II1. COMPETENCE/INADEQUACY
Feelings of competence emerge at times, although

student teacher still feels inadequate and overwhelmed when
facing certain “asks.,

IV. CRITICISM/NEW AWARENESS

Although still oriented towards survival, s.t. begins
to be more concerned with the children and other
professional issues. Critical analysis of the cooperating
teacher, the classroom, and their own performance begin to
surface.

V. MORE COMPETENCE/GREATER INADEQUACY

Concern for survival lessens. Keady to take over and
corfidence increases. So does frustration as student
teachers are not uble to realize all of their own goals and
do not perfect their skills as they think they should.

VI. GUILT/LOSS
Feel that they should have done more, will miss the
students, teacher and experience. In some instances, s.t.s

feel anxious about returning to campus, starting a career
etc.
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SOME SUGGESTIONS TO ENHANCE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE
UNVIERSITY SUPERVISOR, COOPERATING TEACHER AND STUDENT
TEACHER,

1. Orientation meeting between the university supervisor,
cooperating teacher and student teacher held very early in
the semester,

Expectations, observation procedures, scheduling
details, preliminary goal setting.
2. Post-observation meetings should be scheduled so that
the cooperating teacher can also attend, especially at the
start of the semester. We have found that this increases
the quality of the feedback offered by the cooperating
teacher, especially when they are novices or unfamiliar
with this program.
3. Use conferences to set goals and develop instruments
that reflect these goals. The cooperating teachers can use
these to collect data and monitor performance in a
consistent and easy manner. (See example)
4. Arrange to meet the cooperating teacher or talk with
them inforuwally and without the student teacher. The
appraisal of performance is sometimes more candid and more
productive suggestions for improvement will surface.
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CLINICAL SUPERVISION
Is helpful in stimulating growth and development,
influencing teacher behaviors in the classroom, fostering
the selection and development of good instructional
approaches and materials, balances helping with evaluating,
assists teachers in solving prohlems they encounter.

1) Pre-observation conference- Set goals for the

observation.

2) Classroom observation- Watch and record data as

determined in previous step. (Observation form or
instrument is advisable.)

3) Analysis and strategy~ Plan for conference, analyze
data.

(A good time to plan to include elements of the
conceptual framework.)
4) Supervision conference- Discuss and problem=-solve
5) Post-conference analysis- Evaluate the proceedings.

Some possible difficulties with observation-

l. Problems being objective while gathering data.

2. Being in the wrong mood may cloud perceptions.

3. Physical distance.

4. Psychological distance.

5. Inappropriate participation ie. conversations with
other teachers, students.

6. Untoward behavior- to single out one child for
observation.

7. Teacher may overacknowledge the supervisor.

It 1s important to realize the effects that a supervisor’s
presence may have on teachers and children. The
supervisor, cooperating teacher, and student teacher may
want to discuss observation procedures at the beginning of
the semester. They may want to consider where the
supervisor should sit during observations, whether the
supervisor should be introduced to the class and whether
supervisor/student

interactions should be limited.
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DEVELOPMENTAL SUPERVISION

Carl Glickman (1984) writes that supervision should respond
to teachers as changing adults with developmentai
differences and varied life experiences. The task of
supervision is to determine the developmental level of each
teacher and then adapt the supervisory approach
accordingly. The ultimate goal is to increase teacher
control over supervision to develop effective teachers who
thoughtfully assess their own actions and explore new
possibilities through cooperative and independent
endeavors.,

Teachers developmental levels can be determined by
assessing their levels of comittment and abstraction. See
Figures I and II for a mcre detailed explanation.

Directive orientation- supervisor rcontrols the content
¢ decisions of supervisory interactions.

Collaborative crientation- Supervisor shares ideas but
accepts teacher input and negotiates outcomes.

Non-directive orientation- Supervisor acts as a
facilitator who listens, clarifies and reflects during
teacher controlled encounters.



Appendix IV

Reflection/Conceptual Level Assessment Tools
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STUDENT EVALUATION PROCESSES: (for students” performance on
action research project)

A, DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM
(1) Fully analyzes situation using all aspects of

the framework: 3 levels of reflection, alludes to
dilemmas, across ail commonplaces

Provides specific documentation of concrete
instances of the problem and generalizes to an all
inclusive statement of the problem.

Differentiates between observations and
inferences.

Describes problem from multiple perspectives of
those involved.

(2) Refers to all aspects of the framework but does
not develop all aspects fully.
Documents specific instances but fails to
generalize to inclusive statements of the problem.
Presents a general statement of the problem
without providing specific documentation.
Does not describe problem from all perspectives

(3) Does not coherently express or analyze the
problem.,

Does not use conceptual framework to express or
analyze the problem.

Does not document specific iustances of the
problem.

Describes/defines situation from one dimension- an
egocentric viewpoint or perspective,

B. WHY THIS PROBLEM WAS OF CONCERN
(1) Discusses problem in context of important social,
developmental or educational goals,

Recognizes opposing viewpoints but clearly
establishes some priorities over others with
convincing arguments,

Uses technical, interpretive and critical thought
to examine why problem {8 of concern.

Demonstrates knowledge of the purposes and
consequences of educational practices.

Acknowledges how the context influences the
situation.

(2) Discusses multiple reasons, but with no sense of
priority.

Uses only interpretive and technical thought to
formulate or express concerns.
Fails to acknowledge opposing viewpoints.

Does not recognize all consequences of educational
practice.
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Alludes to a dilemma or issue in education and
takes a stand on that issue without adequately
presenting the reasons for taking that position.,

(3) Approaches or formulates concerns from only one

level of reflection

States how problem influences only one
commonplace.

Does not recognize or associate the problem with a
dilemma or issue in education.

Uses unsupported personal belief statements to
formulate concerns.,

Presents concerns from an egocentric pevrspective.

C. EFFECTS, CAUSES, SOLUTIONS
(1) Generates a complete, related and plausible set of
effects, causes, and solutions which consider
factors of context, subject matter, teacher and
student,

Formulates a legitimate and practical set of
advantages and disadvantages to all solutions that
acknowledge opposing viewpoints.

(2) Generates a partial range of effects, causes and
solutions but not all effects 1ink to a cause
which then 1ink to a solution,

Fails to identify the pertinent advantages and

disadvantages to solutions.,

(3) Generates a narrow range or incomplete 1ist of
effects, causes and solutions
Causes, effects and solutions do not exhibit a
clear relationship to each other.
Not able to generate advantages and disadvantages
to each solution,

D. SOLUTION TRIALS

(1) Can see adverse effects of solutions and/or better
solutions and modify strategies through systematic
observation and analyses.,
Rationally justifies cheice of solution in terms
of coursework and werith of strategies as indicated
by advantages and disadvantages,
Monitors, documents and evaluates the offects of
solutions using all three levels of thought,
across all commonplaces, and without bias.
Modifies judgments with new evidence.

(2) Partially justifies or randomly selects multiple
solutions.
Provides limited documentation and evaluation.

(3) Tries only a narrow range of possible solutions
Does not justify choice of solutions
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Fails tc monitor, document and evaluate
implementation of sclutiions.

E. REFLECTION: CHANGES IN THINKING

(1) Recognizes influences of or interrelationships
among the four commonplaces.

Shows evidence of thoughtful evaluation of one’s
own perspective (e.g.) modifies judgement with new
evidence, acknowledges possibilitiy of error or
recognizes another perspective.

(2) States personal beliefs or tells of changes in
thinking without specifying supporting
observations or reasons.

(3) Fails to acknowledge any change in thinking.

Fo. LITERATURE REVIEW

(1) Shows evidence of critically evaluating and
comparing literature.
Related Lit. addresses critical, interpretive and
technical aspects of the problem.
Literature is related to all commonplaces as
specifc to thi; situation.
Mentions opposing viewpoints in the literature.

(2) Introduces appropriate literature but does not
relates it to the specifics of the situation.

(3) Dues not introduce adequate amounts of
information.

Innaccurately interprete or applies literature.

G.  PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION
(1) Articulates a consistent philosophy with scholarly
support that is illustrated by many examples from
the situation analysis activity.

(2) Partially develops a consistent philosophy that is
lacking in scholarly support or specific examples
from the specific situation.

(3) Philosophy statement is inconsistent and lacks
scholarly support or documentation.
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John's teacher hag called a conference with his parents
to discuss his propress. The teacher states that she cannot
give John a passing grade for the course becasuse he has not
turned 1n the second of twc asstipnments that make up the
querter’'s grade. John spends extreme amounts of time on
some assionments, extending them well bevond what s
required. As & result John gets high marks on completed
ascipnmernts but 0’s for unattempted assionmente. For
exarmple, one acsignment required that students read 3 leocal

newspaper acccunt of 8 magor fire that had 2ccurred 15 rears

age and outline the facte. There wag suspicion of arson for
profit by an influential group of business men, but no
substantive proocf could be found. After carrying out thie
azsigrment, John chose to gcC interview people involved {n
the case whe were still living in the town and report and
contrast viewpointe after 8 15 year time lapse. Ae a resuit
he didn’t complete the other assignment ascociated with the
unit which was to review the account in snother local
newspaper and lcok for contrecsts in views,

Johrn’s parents arpue that the teacher chould recognize
John’e initiative, self-direction and that what he
sccomplished in his extension wae ¢cimilar to the second
ssstarment, Therefore, his grade on the firest accsignment
should be his orade for the term.
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BEGINNING TEACHER PROBLEMS SUGGEST AREAS

FOR PRESERVICE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT

Beginning teachers experience more claséroom problems than experienced
teachers do and they experience them more profoundly. Four particularly knotty
problems, illustrated in the following examples, are those of isolation,
imitation, transfer, and technique.

Because Patrice needed additional experience, she was told to delay her
student teaching. In the interim, she would be assigned another practicum,
Patrice resisted this directive because she did not want to be isolatea from
her friends, who would all be student teaching before her. When Elizabeth began
student teaching, she imitated her cooperating teacher”s practice of taking off
test points for inappropriate classroom behavior--even though she had just
finished studying the principle of logical consequences,

In the first month of student teaching, Mona followed the school
district”s competency-based curriculum {tem by item. She failed to transfer
skills she had developed her junior practicum year in creating integrated
teaching units, And, like many of her peers, when Carol developed ler first
social studies unit her initial questions were technicals How can I keep this
fun and exciting? How much group work shoulc 1 include? More peripheral to her
concerns were questions about the importance ¢f the content, how much “reality”
to include, how to avold an ethnocentric bias, etc.

Unfortunately, teacher education programs often contribute to these
problems by their structure of sequenced coursework followed by fieldwork,

their content emphasis, and their minimal supervision of practice. Though some
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drastic changes fn teacher education approaches have been proposed, this
program structure has remained remarkably stable over time. Given this
stability, program adaptations within a traditional structure seem to be a
sensible strategy to improve the Preparation of beginning teachers.

Through a three year grant from the U.S, Department of Education, we have
been making changes in an undergraduate elementary education program to
minimize beginning teachers” problems. We are working on the problem of
isolation by collaborating with local educators ir professional development
schools, on the problem of imitation by using a reflective approach to teacher
preparation, on the problem of transfer by more rigorously defining fieldwork
expectations, and on the problem of technique by incorporating a normative
euphasis throughout our Program components. This article describes thosge
problems, changes we“ve made to overcome them, and what we“ve learned in the
process,

The Problem of Isolation

Isolation affech al’ teachers, who work with colleagues much less than
other professionals do. Lack of peer contact often leads to job dissatisfaction
and impedes professional growth (Little 1981). This preblem affects student
teachers in particular. Once most of their coursework is complete, student
teachers are often sent out alone to schools they know 1ittle about and with
which the university has little contact, Although they work closely with a
cooperating teacher, they are cut off from peers, from the unjversity, and
often ferl isolate! within their cooperating school where they know few
teachers and are not often Incorporated into tue social organization of the

school,



To address this problem of isolation, one of the first goals we set in our
teacher education improvement project was to establish long-~term relationships
with cooperating schools, not Just with cooperating teachers. We decided to
group students In select schools and found local school systems cooperative in
assisting us with this effort. With other Holmes Group members, we call these
Professi..al development schools (1986).

Prufessional development schools can help alleviate isolation in three
ways. They can cut down on 1<olation from peers since student teachers are
assigned to schools in groups. This enables students to function as an informal
Support group to each other and, more formally, to do peer coaching. Secondly,
they can minimize iuolation within the school because they are more oriented
toward regularly incorporating student teachers within their social structure.
Professional development schools also reduce isolation from the university.
Since the number of cooperating schools is decreased, university presence can
be more extensive. There can also be more communication between cooperating
teachers and teacher education faculty about goals and expectations, so
students are not cut off from their own professional development.

We have, however, had some difficulties with the professional development
school concept. One is that it is not always easy to find a school with a
critical mass of good teachers able to devote the substantial time and effort
needed to supervise different cohorts of student teachers. Another difficulty
1s that even if these schools are found, the teachers are not permanent: they
are promored to administrative positions, take sabbaticals and leaves, trausfer
to other schools, move out of the area, etc. Some simply need a periodic
respite from the demands of being mentors. Nonetheless, we have found the

potential of these relationships so great, we remain commitied to the concept
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by continuously searching for new teachers and new schools to supplement our
pool.

The Problem of Imitation

Beginning teachers generally claim that student teaching was the most
valuable part of their preparation and that the cooperating teacher was the
person from whom they learned the most (Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann 1985;
Griffin 1983). But this adulation in itself is a problem. Too often student
teachers simply mimic or copy their cooperating teachers” behavior. They do not
understand the reasons behind those actions and use those behaviors in
inappropriate ways. Moreover, like Elizabeth, they rarely consider that that
behavior might conflict with research or theory based princip}es taught in
education courses.

When student teachers merely imitate their cooperating teachers they have
difficulty teaching on their own because they have not devéloped a consistent,
internalized philosophy of instruction, have not fouund a style for which they
are well suited, and cannot adapt their behavior to new and different
gituations.,

The widespread use of competency based approaches to teacher education can
contribute to this problem by focusing on rote behaviors to the exclusion of
the rationale of the behavior or alternatives to that behavior. To bh.eak from
au imitative model, we devuloped a reflective model of teacher education.

This orientation focuses more on teacher thinking than on behavior. Though
teacher behavior is ultimately important, teacher preparation needs to focus

more on developing thinking so beginning teachers can engage in consciously

informed action rather than impulsive or non-reflective action. We made changes

in education courses to promote students” ability to stand apart from the self
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and critically examine both their own actions and the context of those actions
(Berlak and Berlak 1981).

Foundations of Education, for example, is taught socratically and
constructed around broad questions such as: What is education? What does it
mean to teach? What is the social impact of schooling? Students conduct group
projects, aralyzing five aspects of controversial issues: the precipitating
situation, the historical context, the philosophical issues, the social impact,
and the impact un the teaching profession. In our Classroom Management course
students analyze teacher behaviors in problem caées, explaining why thcse
behaviors are not effective, what principles of classroom management are
violated, and what better alternatives could be chosen. In Psycholngy of
Education students keep reflective journals on their tutoring experiences and
in Reading, Language and Literature are required to generate reflective
questions from readings which were discussed in each class.

The Problem of Transfer

Presuming that teacher education programs equip beginning teachers with
all the skills, knowledge, values, and experience they need to be successful
teachers would be foolhardy. However, the literature suggests that, like Mona,
beginning teachers often fail to use the knowledge they do have., They fall back
on childhood memories of teachers or become overly dependent on the mandated
curriculum, rather than use professional knowledge to guide their practice,

“o help students overcome this problem of transfer, professional knowledge
must become more powerful. There must be collaborative agreement betwcen
university and field personnel on program goals and expectations regarding

curriculum organization, instructional methods and management strategies. There
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m:ct he clearly established ways of helping students draw upon prior knowledge
in their student teaching experience.

As 1in many teacher education programs, the loose linkages between
university and field based comporents of cur program exacerbate the problem of
transfer. We are working to overcome this problem by developing supervision
approaches, workshops and materials consistent with and explicit about our
expectations for student teachers. We also enlist university supe.visors and
cooperating teachers in establishing and helping student teachers carry out
those expectations,

For example, in keeping with a reflective teaching orientation, we expect
students to analyze their own practice. Cooperating teachers developed an
evaluation form which students fill out themselves. The students then meet with
their cooperating teachers who discuss their judgments. To further encourage
reflection, cooperating teachers and uuniversity supervisors hold
pre-observation conferences in which the student teacher identifies an area of
concern about whicn he or she would 1ike feedback.

Three other changes we have made to overcome the problem of transfer are
the identification of instructional priorities, the creation of a conceptual
framework for the program, and an action research project to be completed
during the student teaching semester.

One of the reasons why knowledge fails to guide practice is that student
teachers, cooperating teachers, and university supervisors are not always clear
about the knowledge and skills the university views as central. While
competency based programs list discrete behaviors to be observed and evaluated,
we have listed broad concepts we want students to consider in their planning

and self-evaluation. Students are encouraged to use this list when they
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identify areas of concern for their pre-observation conferences. Using
Shulman”s (1987) knowledge base categories, we have listed such priorities as
planning lessons within coherent units which integrate subject areas; selecting
good literature for children which 1s non-sexist and represents other cultures;
extending reading instruction across the school day; and recording systematic
and objective observations for school record keeping purposes.

In addition to these instructional priorities, a conceptual framework can
assist students in building upon and using knowledge. As Garman (1984) has
argued, teachers and supervisors need a common framework and a commor. language
which pictures teaching in a manageable way. The three~diﬁensiona1 conceptual
framework we have developed is broad enough to be used in every course and
teaching situation and is in keeping with the program”s reflective orientation.
Like a number of'bther reflective teacher education programs it draws upon
Schwab“s notion of curriculum commonplaces (1973), Van Manen”s levels of
reflection (1977), and Berlak and Berlak”s dilemmas of schooling (1981). These
three dimensions of the conceptual framework provide the focus, process, and
issues for reflection.

From our students” perspective, the major change we have made in the
program thus far is the addition of an action research project during the
student teaching semester. Using what we call a situation analysis g ide,
students are required to identify and resolve a classroom problem. They have
selected problems like group or individual off-task behavior, low achievement,
lack of student motivation, a fragmented, objective-driven curriculum, and
gender inequity in math lessons.

This assignment demands reflection on problems of practice, drawing on

relevant research and theory for solutions, and integrating knowledge across
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coursework and field experiences. It forces students to broaden their approach
to problems, to see the interrelationship of factors, and to see their own role
in creating and resolving problems. ~. written evaluations, students say the
activity teaches them two important lessons: that they can question anything in
the classroom and need not take anything for granted; and that they themselves
have the ability to improve the classroom. It is an initial experience of
empowerment, critical to gaining the confidence to become a reflective and
self~renewing teacher.

The Problem of Technique

When pre-service students are asked what kinds of questions they think are
important to consider about teaching, they overwhelmingly respond with
technical questions, with questions about how to do something. They want quick
answers and expect a definite set of rules to follow to become good ieachers.
This desire for prescription is a fourth problem of beginning teachers.

Though the point is disputed, we question whether good teachers develop by
rule following. First of all, teaching is so complex and so situation specific
that although empirical research might provide a few guidelines or concepts to
consider, these fall far short of being specific rules to follow in every
situation (Shulman 1986). Second, prescribing rule-following behavior
disparages teachers” intellectual capacities (Fenstermacher 1980), creating
dissatisfaction and a tendency for the best and the brightest to leave
teaching. And third, a rule following, technical orientation downplays the
normative aspects of teaching. Even though most teacher educators acknowledge

the moral and ethical base of teaching, by and large training is technical.
Some teacher educators argue that as neophytes, beginning teachers cannot

be expected to focus on more than technical aspects. Our concern is that
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technical proficiency can become an unending quest, that one’s technique would
never be good enough. Conceivably, a teacher would never be ready to focus on
broader, ethical issues of teaching, or to consider alternatives to dominant
forms of practice. A related concern is that consistent technical thinking
might actually reduce students” ability and desire to think more broadly and
ethically about teaching (Van Manen 1977).

To encourage students to think about teaching in broadly normative rather
than in technical rule-following terms our conceptual framework embeds
technical thinking ("how to" thinking) in its normative base (Why is this
important? What or whose goals and values are being promoted? Is this
wortuwhile? Worthwhile for whom? Might there be adverse consequences to a
particular course of action? Etc.).

The conceptual framework expands consideration of iuwportant educational
questions beyond the introductory foundations class, to ensure that issues and
values occupy a central place throughout the students” program. In their
Classroom Managment course, for example, students must consider what values
(individualistic, competitive, cooperative, etc.) different types of classroom
arrangements promote and whom those values benefit., In methods courses,
students are required to defend the purpose of the teaching units they create

in contrast to other purposes and approaches. They must explain why this

content is important to teach in this way to this group of students.

Conclusion

Beginning teachers have numerous problems from which we selected four to
guide changes in our teacher education program. Other teacher educaturs might

view other prublems as more critical, or other solutions to the problems we

selected. Regardless of the specific problem selected, we have found the
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identi{ication of beginning problems of'practice to be a useful way of

approaching the revitalization of teacher education.

Author”s Note: Funding for this project was received from the U.S. Department

of Education Office of Educational Reseerch and Improvement (OERI), Contract

No. 400-85-1062. Further information is available from the author.
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